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PART  430 — PULP,  PAPER,  AND  PAPER- 

BOARD  POINT  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Promulgation 

Notice  is  hereby  given  of  final  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  interim  final  rulemaking 
promulgated  on  February  19,  1976.  Com¬ 
ments  were  solicited  on  the  interim  final 
rulemaking  and  review  of  submitted 
comments  and  further  analysis  of  the 
existing  data  base  has  resulted  in  a  num¬ 
ber  of  changes  to  the  interim  final  regu¬ 
lations  as  set  forth  below.  Except  as  spe¬ 
cifically  noted,  the  preamble  to  the  in¬ 
terim  final  regulations  is  incorporated 
herein  by  reference.  On  May  29,  1974. 
EPA  promulgated  a  regulation  adding 
Part  430  to  Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  (39  FR  18742).  That 
regulation  with  subsequent  amendments 
established  effluent  limitations  and 
guidelines  for  existing  sources  and 
standards  of  performance  and  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  new  sources  for  the 
pulp,  paper,  and  paperboard  point  source 
category.  The  regulation  set  forth  below 
will  amend  40  CFR  Part  430 — pulp,  pa¬ 
per,  and  paperboard  point  source  cate¬ 
gory  and  will  be  applicable  to  existing 
sources  pursuant  to  sections  301  and  304 
<b>  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  as  amended  (33  U.S.C.  1251. 
1311.  1314  (b)  and  (c).  86  Stat.  816  et 
seq. :  Pub.  L.  92-500)  (the  Act) . 

A  description  and  discussion  of  the  le¬ 
gal  authority  for  this  regulation  is  con- 
,tained  in  Appendix  A  to  this  preamble. 
Appendix  B  to  this  preamble  contains 
definitions  of  the  subcategories  estab¬ 
lished  for  the  pui*pose  of  identifying  the 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available. 

Prior  to  this  publication,  many  agen¬ 
cies  and  groups  were  consulted  and  given 
an  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  effluent  limitations  and 
standards  proposed  for  the  pulp,  paper, 
and  paperboard  category.  An  initial  draft 
of  the  Development  Document  was  sent 
to  all  participants  and  comments  were 
solicited  on  that  report.  These  comments 
w'ere  reviewed  with  a  result  that  nimier- 
ous  significant  changes  were  made.  A 
second  draft  of  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  entitled  “Development  Document 
for  Advanced  Notice  of  Pi’oposed  or  Pro¬ 
mulgated  Rulemaking  for  Effluent  Limi¬ 
tations  Guidelines  and  New  Source  Per¬ 
formance  Standards  for  the  Bleached 
Ki’aft,  Groundwood,  Sulfite,  Soda,  Deink. 
and  Non-Integrated  Paper  Mills  Seg¬ 
ment  of  the  Pulp,  Paper,  and  Paperboard 
Mills  Point  Source  Category”  (August 
1975)  was  also  distributed  for  comments. 
The  Advance  Notice  of  Proposed  or  Pro¬ 
mulgated  Rulemaking  was  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  on  September  5. 
1975.  The  Agency  published  the  Advance 
Notice  rather  than  propose  the  regula¬ 
tions  in  order  to  meet  the  court  Imposed 
deadline  of  Januarj'  30,  1976,  and  to  al¬ 


low  the  maximum  possible  participation 
of  interested  parties  prior  to  promulga¬ 
tion  of  the  effluent  limitations  as  interim 
final.  The  Interim  Final  Regulations 
were  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  February’  19,  1976,  and  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document  entitled  “Development 
Document  for  Interim  Final  and  Pro¬ 
posed  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines  and 
New  Source  Performance  Standards  for 
the  Bleached  Kraft,  Groundwood,  Sul¬ 
fite,  Soda,  Deink,  and  Non-integrated  Pa¬ 
per  Mills  Segment  of  the  Pulp,  Paper,  and 
Paperboard  Point  Source  Category”  was 
distributed  to  all  interested  parties  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Federal  Register  notice  and 
comments  were  solicited.  A  substantial 
number  of  comments  were  received  and 
several  provided  new  information  and 
data.  A  summary  of  the  comments  re¬ 
ceived  on  the  interim  final  regulations 
and  the  Agency’s  response  is  contained 
in  Appendix  C  to  this  preamble.  Review 
of  the  comments  and  analysis  of  the  sub¬ 
mitted  information  along  with  the  exist¬ 
ing  data  base  pointed  out  a  number  of 
areas  in  which  revisions  to  the  regula¬ 
tions  were  warranted.  As  a  result,  the  fi¬ 
nal  regulations  as  set  forth  contain  a 
number  of  significant  changes  from  the  > 
interim  final  regulations.  The  primary 
changes  are  listed  below; 

1.  Annual  average  effluent  limitations 
were  established  to  be  met  by  mills  using 
end -of -pipe  treatment  systems  consist¬ 
ing  of  biological  treatment  followed  by 
storage  ponds  with  controlled  discharges. 
The  annual  average  limitations  apply 
only  to  mills  w'hich  in  effect  are  required 
by  the  NPDES  authorities  to  use  these 
types  of  treatment  systems  due  to  water 
quality  considerations.  Mills  ai'e  eligible 
for  the  annual  average  limitations  only 
if  maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con¬ 
secutive  days  limitations  are  also  estab¬ 
lished  in  their  NPDES  permits. 

2.  The  woodyard  allow-ance  was  revised 
for  all  wood  pulping  subcategories  (Sub¬ 
parts  P.  G.  H,  I,  J.  K.  L,  M,  N.  O,  P,  and 
U»  into  three  separate  allowances  for 
specific  operations  in  the  woodyard;  (a) 
barking.  <bi  log  w'ashing  and  chip  thaw'- 
ing  or  washing,  and  <c'  log  flumes  and 
ponds. 

3.  The  definition  of  production  was 
changed  in  order  to  clarify  the  meaning 
of  annual  average  and  provide  direction 
to  the  NPDES  authority. 

4.  The  zinc  limitations  for  the  four 
groundwood  subcategories  were  changed 
to  be  based  upon  chemical  coagulation, 
floculation,  and  sedimentation  of  waste 
waters  from  mills  using  zinc  hydrosul¬ 
fite.  The  result  was  that  the  zinc  limita¬ 
tions  were  made  less  stringent. 

5.  Tlie  Low  Alpha  Subcategory  and  the 
High  Alpha  Subce.tegory  were  eliminated 
and  combined  into  the  Dissolving  Sulfite 
Pulp  Subcategory.  Within  the  new’  sub¬ 
category,  four  separate  allowances  for 
the  different  grades  of  sulfite  dissolving 
pulp  W'ere  established  (i.e.,  nitration,  vis¬ 
cose,  cellophane,  and  acetate).  In  addi¬ 
tion.  the  definition  of  the  Dissolving  Sul¬ 
fite  Pulp  Subcategory  was  revised  to  in¬ 
clude  only  the  manufacture  of  dissolving 
sulfite  pulp  from  softw'oods. 


6.  The  definitions  of  the  Bleached 
Kraft  Fine  Papers  and  the  Bleached 
Kraft  BCT  Papers  Subcategories  w'ere 
revised  to  include  market  pulp  as  one  of 
the  products  from  mills  in  these  subcate¬ 
gories. 

7.  The  definition  of  the  Groundwood; 
Cfiaemi-mechanical  Subcategory  was  re¬ 
vised  to  include  only  those  mills  with 
yields  of  90  percent  or  higher,  and  the 
definition  of  the  Groundw’ood;  Thermo - 
mechanical  Subcategory  was  revised  to 
include  only  those  mills  with  yields  of 
approximately  95  percent  or  greater. 

8.  Definitions  of  most  subcategories 
were  revised  to  provide  clarity  and  con¬ 
sistency  between  subcategory  definitions. 

9.  The  Papergrade  Sulfite  Subcategory 
w’as  divided  into  two  subcategories.  Pa¬ 
pergrade  Sulfite  (Blow  Pit  Wash)  and 
Papergrade  Sulfite  (Drum  Wash) ,  based 
upon  the  type  of  pulp  W'ashing  equip¬ 
ment.  Within  both  subcategories,  sepa¬ 
rate  allow'ances  were  established  for  (a> 
barometric  condensers  and  (b)  compo¬ 
sition  of  the  cooking  liquor.  In  addition, 
a  separate  allow'ance  w’as  established  for 
the  use  of  continuous  digestion  opera¬ 
tions  within  the  Papergrade  (Drum 
Wash)  Subcategory. 

10.  The  Papergrade  Sulfite  Market 
Pulp  Subcategory  was  eliminated  since 
papergrade  sulfite  market  pulp  mills  are 
now  included  in  the  revised  Papergrade 
Sulfite  Subcategory. 

11.  The  discussion  of  non-w’ater  qual¬ 
ity  impacts  of  the  regulations  has  been 
expanded  in  the  Development  Document. 

12.  Costs  of  internal  controls  were  re¬ 
vised,  and  costs  of  the  external  controls 
W’ere  revised  based  upon  revised  subcate¬ 
gory  raw  waste  loads  and  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  'rtie  revised  costs  are  presented  in 
the  Development  Document. 

13.  Revised  energy  estimates  of  achiev¬ 
ing  BPCTCA  are  included  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document. 

14.  Analyses  of  new'  information  and 
data  along  with  the  existing  data  base 
resulted  in  revisions  of  the  BODS  and 
TSS  effluent  limitations  in  the  following 
subparts;  F.  G.  H,  I.  J,  K.  L,  M,  N,  O,  Q. 
T,  and  U. 

The  revised  cost  estimates  were  ex¬ 
amined  in  terms  of  economic  impact.  It 
was  determined  that  the  conclusions  of 
the  economic  impact  analysis  reached 
for  the  Interim  final  regulations  were 
unchanged. 

The  report  entitled  “Development  Doc¬ 
ument  for  Final  Effluent  Limitations 
Guidelines  for  the  Bleached  Kraft. 
Groundw’OOd,  Sulfite,  Soda,  Deink  and 
Non-Integrated  Paper  Mills  Segment  of 
the  Pulp.  Paper,  and  Paperboard  Point 
Source  Category”  details  the  analysis  un¬ 
dertaken  in  support  of  the  final  regula¬ 
tion  set  forth  herein  and  is  available  for 
inspection  at  the  EPA  Public  Information 
Reference  Unit,  Room  2922  (EPA  Li¬ 
brary),  Waterside  Mall.  401  M  St.,  S.W.. 
Washington,  D.C.,  at  all  EPA  regional 
offices,  £uid  at  State  water  pollution  con¬ 
trol  offices.  The  analysis  prepared  for 
EPA  of  the  possible  economic  effects  of 
the  regulation  is  also  available  for  in¬ 
spection  at  these  locations. 
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Copies  of  the  Development  Document 
are  available  for  the  Superintendent  of 
Documents,  Gkivemment  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402.  Copies  of  the 
economic-  analysis  document  are  avail¬ 
able  through  the  National  Technical  In¬ 
formation  Service,  Springfield.  VA  22151. 
<See  EPA’s  Advance  Notice  of  Public 
Review  Procedures,  38  FR  21202,  Au¬ 
gust  6. 1973) . 

In  addition.  Section  8  of  the  FWPCA 
authorizes  the  Small  Business  Adminis¬ 
tration,  through  its  economic  disaster 
loan  program,  to  make  loans  to  assist  any 
small  business  concern  in  effecting  addi¬ 
tions  to  or  alterations  in  their  equipment, 
facilities,  or  methods  of  operation  so  as 
to  meet  water  pollution  control  require¬ 
ments  under  the  FWPCA,  if  the  concern 
is  likely  to  suffer  a  substantial  economic 
injury  without  such  assistance. 

For  further  details  on  this  Federal 
loan  program,  write  to  EPA,  Office  of 
Analysis  and  Evaluation,  WH-586,  401  M 
St.,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.  20460. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  40 
CFR  Part  430  is  hereby  amended  as  set 
forth  below. 

Dated:  December  23, 1976. 

John  Quarles, 

Acting  Administrator. 

40  CFR  Part  430  is  amended  by  revis¬ 
ing  subparts  F  through  U  as  set  forth 
below. 

Subpart  F — Dissolving  Kraft  Subcategory 

Sec. 

430.60  Applicc^llity;  description  of  the 

dissolving  kraft  subcategory. 

430.61  Specialized  definitions. 

430.62  Kffluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
— *  reduction  attainable  by  the  ag- 

plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  G — Market  Bleached  Kraft  Subcategory 

430.70  Applicability;  description  of  the 

market  bleached  kraft  subcate¬ 
gory- 

430.71  l^ecialized  definitions. 

430.72  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effltient 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  H — BCT  Bleached  Kraft  Subcategory 

430.80  Applicability;  description  of  the 

BCrr  bleached  kraft  subcategory. 

430.81  Specialized  definitions. 

430.82  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  I — Fine  Bleached  Kraft  Subcategory 
430.90  AppUcablllty;  description  of  the  fine 
bleached  kraft  subcategory. 

430.01  ^MCialiaed  definitions. 

430.93  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
redtictlon  attainable  by  the  ap- 
jdieaami  of  the  best  practicable 
eontroL  technology  currently 
available. 


Subpart  J — Papemada  SuHBe  (Blow  PK  Wash) 
Subcategory 

Sec. 

430  100  .Applicability;  description  of  the 
papergrade  sulfite  (blow  pit  wash ) 
subcategory. 

430.101  Specialized  definitions. 

430.102  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
^  control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  K — Dissolving  Sulfite  Pulp  Subcategory 

430.110  .Applicability;  description  of  the  dis¬ 

solving  sulfite  pulp  subcategory. 

430.111  Specialized  definitions. 

430.112  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  L — Groundwood-Chemi-Mechanical 
Subcstagory 

430.120  Applicability;  description  of  the 

groundwood  -  chemi  -  mechanical 
subcategory. 

430.121  Specialized  definitions. 

430.122  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  iq)- 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
contrcd  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  M — Groundwood-Tharmo-Mechanical 
Subcategory 

430.130  Applicability;  description  of  the 

groundwood  -  thermo-mechanical 
subcategory. 

430.131  Specialized  definitions. 

430.132  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  im¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  M — Groundwood-CMN  Papers 
Subcategory 

430.140  Applicability;  description  of  the 

groundwood-CMN  papers  sub¬ 
category. 

430.141  Specialized  definitions. 

430.142  Effluent  limitations  guid^lnes  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap- 
plicatlcm  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  O — Groundwood-FIne  Papers 
Subcategory 

430.150  Applicability;  description  of  the 
groundwood-fine  subcate¬ 

gory. 

430.161  l^>ecialized  definitions. 

430.152  Effluent  limitations  gtiidelines  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reductimi  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technifiogy  currently 
available. 

Subpart  P — Seda  Subcatogory 

430.160  Applicability;  description  of  the 

soda  subcategory. 

430.161  Specialized  definitUms. 

430.163  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 
resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  im~ 
plication  of  the  best  praetloable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 


SuBpart  0 — Deink  Subcategery 

430.170  Applicability;  descriptton  of  the 

deink  subcategmy. 

430.171  SpeelaUzed  deflnitkma. 

430.173  Effluent  llmitatloDa  guidelines  zep» 
resenting  the  degm  of 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap* 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
contnfi  technrdogy  currently 
available. 

Subpart  R — Nl  Fine  Papers  Subcategery 

430.180  Applicability;  description  of  the  NI 

fine  papers  subcategory. 

430.181  Specialized  definitions. 

430.182  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the 
plicatlon  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  S — Nl  Tissue  Papers  Subcategory 

430.190  Applicability;  description  of  the  NI 

tissue  papers  subcategory. 

430.191  Specialized  definitions. 

430.192  Effluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  T  Nl  Tissue  (FWP)  Subcategery 

430.200  Applicability;  description  of  the  NI 

tissue  (PUT)  subcategory. 

430.201  Sfiecialized  definitions. 

430.202  Bfiuent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effltient 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  U — Papergrade  Sulfite  (Drum  Wash) 
Subcategory 

430.210  Applicability;  description  of  the 

papergrade  sulfite  (drum  wash! 
subcategory. 

430.211  Specialized  definitions. 

430.212  Eflluent  limitations  guidelines  rep¬ 

resenting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently 
available. 

Subpart  F — Dissolving  Kraft  Subcategor'* 

§  430.60  .Applicability;  description  of 
the  dissolving  kraft  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  sulmart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  dissolving  pulp  by  kraft 
mills. 

§  430.61  ispecialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Exc^t  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  deffnitifuis,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  part 
401  shall  NK>ly  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-tbe-machlne  production  In 
air-dry-t<ni8  (10%  moisture)  divided  by 
the  number  of  (qjeratlng  days  during 
that  year.  Production  shall  be  determined 
for  each  mill  based  upem  past  production 
practices,  present  trends,  or  committed 
growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
d^ned  to  Inctade  hydrauhe  barking  oik> 
eratiems  and  wet  dnyn  barking  opersir- 
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tions  which  are  those  drum  bariting  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  di'ums  or  in  a  partial  submer¬ 
sion  of  the  driuns  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d'  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger  un¬ 
less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above,  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  the  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-continuous  dischargers  and  also  re¬ 
quires  compliance  w'ith  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  for  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  levels  that  are  representative  of 
application  of  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  in  lieu  of 
the  maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con¬ 
secutive  day  effluent  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  subpart. 

§  130.62  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appliea- 
-  tion  of  the  best  practicable  contr<d 
tt'cbnology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technol¬ 
ogy  available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs )  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub- 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  in¬ 
dividual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State, 
if  the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating  to 
the  equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors 
related  to  such  discharger  are  funda¬ 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  cbn- 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  ba^  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  su(^ 


fundamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  approve#  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro-' 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by 
•this  section,  which  may  be  discharged 
by  a  point  source  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  subpart  after  application  of 
the  best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available,  except  that  all  point 
sources  other  than  non-continuous  dis- 
chai’gei-s  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  an¬ 
nual  average  limitations,  and  that  non- 
continuous  dischargers  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  maximum  day  and  average 
of  30  consecutive  days  limitations. 


EfiBuont  limitations 


KRliii'iit  Avoragp  of  Annual  avor- 

('iiai'tu'tri  -  .Maxiinnin  daily  valin-s  age  of  dail.v 
istic  for  any  for  30  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
1  day  tive  days  shall  not 

shall  not  e.vcetHl 

exceed 


Med  ie  4inils  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  ofproduef) 


Ifftl)/:  2.3.6- . 12.2.5 . .  6.9 

T.'iS  ;J7.3 . 20.a5-._ .  11.06 

pll-  Within  the  _ _ 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (iKninds  i>er  ton  of  product) 


BOm..  47.2  .  24.5 _ _  13.8 

TSS.  .74.6 . ..  40.1 . .  2-2.1 

pll.  _ _ Within  the  _ _ _ 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(b)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
wet  barking  operations,  which  may  be 
discharged  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart.  These 
limitations  are  in  addition  to  the  limi¬ 
tations  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section  and  shall  be  calculated  using 
the  proportion  of  the  mill’s  total  pro¬ 
duction  due  to  use  of  logs  which  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  such  operations. 


EflBuent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

charactcr-  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  daily 
istic  for  any  for  30  consecu-  values  for  1  jt 
1  day  tlve  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 . 3,2 . 1.7 .  0. 95 

TSS . 6.9 . 3.75 .  2.0 

pIT . . Within  the  . . . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 .  6.4- . 3.4 . . .  1.9 

TSS .  13.8 . 7.5 .  4.0 

pH . Withinthe  . ^ . 

range  S.O 
to  9.0. 


(c)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
log  washing  or  chip  w-ashlng  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  hmitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs 
and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitatiuus 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

charaetei  -  Maximum  daily  value.<«  ago  of  daily 

istics  for  any  for  :<0  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
1  day  tive  days  shall  not  ' 

shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


,  Metric  units  (kilograms  fx-r  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOI)5 _ 0.35 . .  0.2 . .  0. 1 

TSS . 0.7 . 0.4 .  0.  2 

pll... . . Withinthe  . .  .  . 

range  5.0 
to  <1.0. 


English  units  (iKHinds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 _ 0.7 _ 0.4 . .  0.2 

TSS _ 1.4 . 0.8 . .  0.4 

pU . . Within  the  _ 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(d)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
fiumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  additlcm  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Average  of  Annual  aver- 
Effluent  dally  values  ttge  of  daily 

character-  Maximum  lor  30  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
istics  for  any  tive  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1.000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 . .  0.6 . 0.35 .  0  2 

T88J _ 1.45 . OA .  o!4 

pH . Within  the  . . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 . 1.2 . 0.7 . :  0.4 

T88 . 2.9 _ 1.6 .  0.8 

pII.. . .  Withinthe  . . ^ . 

>  range  5.0 

to  9.0. 
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Subpart  G — Mariiet  Bleached  Kraft 
Subcat^ory 

§  430.70  Applicability;  deaeriplion  of 
the  maAet  bleached  kraft  8ub«;ate- 

Kory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  market  ptilp  by  bleached 
kraft  mills. 

§  430.71  Specialised  defiititioni^ 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth- 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  In  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machlne  production  In 
air-dry-tons  (10  percent  moisture)  di¬ 
vided  by  the  number  of  operating  days 
during  that  year.  Production  shall  be  de¬ 
termined  for  each  mill  based  upon  past 
produ(^on  practices,  present  trends,  or 
committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  In  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  In  a  partial  submersion 
of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-contlnuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hom^  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-contlnuous  discharger  im- 
less  Its  permit,  In  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above,  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  the  efiQuent  limi¬ 
tations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-contlnuous  dischargers  and  also  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  for  noncontinuous 
dischargers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  levels  that  are  representative  of 
application  of  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  In  lieu  of 
the  maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con¬ 
secutive  day  efBuent  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  subpart. 

§  4.30.72  Effluent  limitation!,  guideline), 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  Into  account  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  ma- 
terh^,  manufaettuing  processes,  prod¬ 
ucts  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  Industry  subcate- 
goiizatlon  and  effluent  levels  established. 
It  Is.  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  llmltatKms  have  not 
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been  availaUe  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  In  this  Industry.  An  Individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State.  If  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits) 
that  factors  relating  to  the  equipment  or 
facilities  involved,  the  process  applied, 
or  other  such  factors  related  to  such  dis- 
chai^er  are  f undamentaUy  different  from 
the  factors  considered  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis  of 
such  evidence  or  other  available  infor¬ 
mation,  the  Regional  Administrator  (or 
the  State)  will  make  a  written  finding 
that  such  factors  are  or  are  not  funda¬ 
mentally  different  for  that  facility  com¬ 
pared  to  those  specified  In  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document.  If  such  fundamentally 
different  factors  are  foimd  to  exist,  the 
Regional  Administrator  or  the  State  shall 
establish  for  the  discharger  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either  more 
or  less  stringent  than  the  limitations  es¬ 
tablished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated 
by  such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  iqiprove  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions,  specify  other  limitations,  or  initi¬ 
ate  proceedings  to  revise  the.se  regula¬ 
tions. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  average 
limitations,  and  that  non-contlnuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  day  and  average  of  30  consecutive 
days  llmitatl(His. 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent 

cliarao.tor- 

istic 

Maximum 
fur  any 

1  day 

Average  of 
dally  value? 
for  SOconsecu 
tive  days 
shall  not 
exceed 

Annual  aver¬ 
age  of  daily 
v:Uues  for  1  yr 
shall  not 
exoeed 

Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 

BODJ . 

TSS . 

pIT. 

.  16.45 . 

.  30.4 _ 

.  8.a5 . . 

.  16.4 . 

.  Within  the 
range  6.0 
to  9.0. 

4.5 

9.0 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

BOD6 . 

TSS . 

plT . 

.  30.9 . 

-  60A . 

.  16.1 .  - 

no  ft 

.  Within  the 
range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

9.0 

ISO 

(b)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  contr^ed  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  Ihnlta- 
tions  are  In  addition  to  the  limitations 


set  forth  in  paragraiA  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shaD  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
(g^eratlons. 


Kflhient  Itmltatlonfi 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

rJutracter-  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  dally 
isttc  tor  any  for  30  eonaceu-  v wies  tor  1  yr 
1  day  tive  days  AaD  not 
sban  not  exoeed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOOi _ 3.3 . 1.2 .  0. 7 

TS8 . 6.3 . 2.85 .  1.65 

pll . Within  the  . 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


Kitglish  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  pio<luc() 


BOD6 . 4.0 . 2.4 .  1. 4 

TS8 . 10.6 . 5.7 .  3  ) 

plf . . . . Within  the 

range  .5.0 
to  9.0. 


(c)  The  following  limitations  est£d>lisli 
tlie  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  In  addition 
to  the  limitations  set  forth  In  paragraph 
(a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be  calculated 
using  the  proportion  of  the  mill’s  total 
production  due  to  use  of  logs  and/or 
chips  which  are  subject  to  such  aera¬ 
tions. 


Effluent  limitations 


Average  of  Annual  aver 
Effluent  daily  value?  age  of  daily 

character-  Maximum  foraOconsecu  values  for  lyi 
tstios  tor  any  Uve  days  shall  not 
1  day  ^all  not  cxoe<Hl 

exoeed 


Metrio  units  (kiiogiaius  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD6 . 0.2 . ai .  0  1 

TSS . 0.6 . 0.3 .  0  I*! 

pll . . . .Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


RngUsb  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  prcluct) 


BOU5 _ 0.4 . 

TSS . 1.2 . 

PIT . 


0.2 . 

0.6 . 

Within  the 
range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


0.  2 
o  s 


(d)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragrai^  (a)  of  this  sectifm 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
(H>eratl(His. 
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Aventgt  of  Annual 

Kffltimt  dally  values  i^ofdaUy 

nharact’OT  Maximum  for  30  oonsecu-  vaTuee  for  1  yr 
iiitlcs  for  any  Uve  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product} 


BOD« . 0.4 . 0.2 .  0-  IS 

TSS . MB . 0.6 .  0.35 

pH . . Within  the  . — 

range  6.0 
to  0.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOr>5 . O.S . 0.4 . 

TSS . 2.3 . . 1.2 . 

pH  , .  . Within  the 

range  5.0 
toOD. 


0.3 

0.7 


Subpart  H — BCT  Bleached  Kraft 
Subcategory 

§  lltO.SO  Applicability;  dettcrlplion  of 
the  BC.T  bleached  kraft  subcalegory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  paper-board, 
coarse  paper,  and  tissue  paper  by 
bleached  kraft  mills. 

§  430.81  Specialized  deluiition.«>. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart.* 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  tiie 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  fM*th  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machtoe  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of  op¬ 
erating  days  dviring  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry-tons  (10  percent  moisture) .  Produc¬ 
tion  shall  be  detennined  for  each  mill 
based  upon  past  production  practices, 
present  trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be  de¬ 
fined  to  include  liydraulic  barking  opera¬ 
tions  and  wet  drum  barking  operations 
which  are  those  drum  barking  operations 
that  use  substantial  quantities  of  water 
in  either  w^ter  sprays  in  the  barking 
drums  or  in  a  partial  submersion  of  the 
drums  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  reasons 
other  than  treatment  plant  upset  con¬ 
trol.  such  periods  being  at  least  24  hours 
In  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be  deemed 
a  non-continuous  discharger  unless  its 
permit,  in  addition  to  setting  forth  the 
prohibition  described  above,  requires 
compliance  with  the  efQuent  limitations, 
established  by  this  subpart  for  non-con¬ 
tinuous  dischargers  and  also  requires 
compliance  with  maximum  day  and 
average  of  SO  consecutive  days  ^uent 


limitations  for  non-continuous  discharg¬ 
ers  shall  be  established  by  the  NPDES 
authority  in  the  form  of  concentrations 
which  reflect  waste  water  treatment 
levels  that  are  r^resentatlve  of  applica¬ 
tion  of  best  practicable  control  technol¬ 
ogy  currently  available  In  lieu  of  the 
maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con¬ 
secutive  day  efBuent  limitatlWK  set  forth 
in  this  subpart. 

§  430.82  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  account  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  mate¬ 
rials,  manufacturing  processes,  products 
produced,  treatment  technology  avail¬ 
able,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  Industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  effluent  levels  established. 
It  is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
w-^ould  affect  these  limitations  have  not 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual 
discharger  or  other  interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  pwmits) 
that  factors  relating  to  the  equipm^t  or 
facilities  involved,  the  process  applied,  or 
other  such  factors  related  to  such  dis¬ 
charger  are  fundamentally  different  from 
the  factors  considered  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis  of 
such  evidence'or  other  available  Informa¬ 
tion.  the  Regional  Administrator  (or  the 
State)  will  make  a  written  finding  that 
such  factors  are  or  are  not  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  for  that  facility  compared 
to  those  specified  in  the  Development 
Document.  If  such  fundamentally  differ¬ 
ent  factors  are  found  to  exist,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  or  the  State  shall 
establish  for  the  discharger  eflSuent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  erf  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establisli 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  w*liich  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 


maximum  day  and  average  oi  30  consecu 
tive  days  limitations. 


Effluent  UmltBtioos 


Efflucut  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

ebaraoter-  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  dally 
Istlc  tor  any  for  30  oonsecu-  valuM  tor  1  yr 
1  day  Uve  days  shall  not 
shall  not  eiocod 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1.000  kg  of  riroduot) 


BOD6 . 13.65 . 7.1 .  4.0 

TSS . 24.0 . 12.9 . .  7.1 

pTT  . . . Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOUo . 27.3 . 14.2 .  8.0 

TSS .  48.0 . .  25.8 .  14  2 

pll . . Within  the  .  , 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

(b)  The  following  limitations  establMi 
tlie  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operatitnis,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
/provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  tlie  mill’s  total  prodiKtlon  due 
to  use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  avM-- 

charact'T-  Maximum  daily  values  ageofdrffly 

i.«tlc  for  any  for30cons(«u-  values  for  1  yr 
1  day  tive  day.s  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


-Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODo . 2.25 . 1.2 .  0.6.‘» 

TSS . ,5.75 . 3.1 .  17 

pH . . Within  the 

range  5.0 
to9J). 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOl>5 . 4.5 . 2.4 . 1.8 

TSS . n.5 . 6.2 .  3.4 

pH  . Within  Uie 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

(c)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  i>arameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  .i-esulting  from  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  cliip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  ’ 
subpart,  lliese  limitations  are  in  addi-  < 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  fmth  in  para- 
giT^ih  (a)  of  this  sectiem  and  shall  be  < 
calculated  using  tiie  pr(HX>rtlon  of  the  ; 

mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs  1 

and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  sudi  | 
operations.  j 
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Effluent  Umltatlone 

Effluent  ATerege  of 

ebaraetei^  dally  yalues  Annutd  aver* 

IstlM  Maximum  for  30  eonoeeu-  ace  of  dally 
for  any  tlve  days  viunee  for  1  yr 
1  day  sbaD  not  eball  not 

exceed  exeecd 


Metric  units  (kilognuns  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODg. . 0.25 . 0.16 .  0.06 

T88 .  0.06 . 0l35 .  0.2 

pn . Within  the  . 

range  6.0 
toO.U 


EngUsh  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD< _ OA . 0.8 .  10 

TS8 . 1.3 . 0.7 .  0.4 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  6.0 
toO.a 

(d)  llie  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutemts  or 
pollutant  pfropertles,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  thin  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  adctttlon  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such  op¬ 
erations. 


Effluent  limitations 


eluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of  op¬ 
erating  days  during  that  year.  Paper  pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  measured  in  the  oll-the- 
machlne  moisture  cemtent  whereas  mar¬ 
ket  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air-dry- 
tons  (10%  moisture).  Production  shall 
be  determined  for  each  mill  based  upon 
past  production  mractices,  present 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be  de¬ 
fined  to  include  hydiaullc  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  submersion 
of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-contlnuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger  un¬ 
less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above, 
requires  compliance  with  the  efSuent 
limitations  established  by  this  subpart 
for  non-continuous  dischargers  and  also 
requires  c(Hnpliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent 
limitations  for  non-contlnuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  be  established  by  the 


from  the  factors  considered  in  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis 
of  such  evidence  or  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  £ire  not  fim- 
damentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document.  If  such  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  factors  are  found  to  exist, 
the  Regional  Administrator  or  the  State 
shall  establish  for  the  discharger  effluent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fimdamentally  differ¬ 
ent  factmrs.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  ^e  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  cDscharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annua]  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  tirat  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximum  day  and  average  (ff  30  consec¬ 
utive  days  hmltations. 


NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  levels  tiiat  are  represesktattve  of 
agapUeatlon  of  best  practieabte  eontarol 
4tB8ed  teehuolegy  currently  available  in  heu  of 

- the  maxhmun  day  and  aveaa^  qf  30 

Mktri»anit9(kifogt&iii8P«r  V>00kgo(pr<kiaev)  consecutive  day  effluent  limitaHons  set 


affluent 

ebuaeter-  Maxiniiun 
Isttcs  fK-Ua 


Av«raeo  o<  Annual  aver- 
VMues  ageof  daily 
oCBtfeonetxm-  values  for  r  yr 
idial)  not 
snmSet  eiwed 


Effluent 

rliaraeter- 

istlc 


Effluent  UaoUatloiui 

Arnaa^ 
dUy  vfDnes 
Maxtmuni  for  SSooasecu- 
Ibr  any  ttye  ckqiB 

1  day  steU  n|t 

exoeea 


-  forth  in  this  subpart. 


Bnglisli  units  (pounds  per  ton  o(  product) 


BOt>< . 0.9 . 

T88 . 2.6 . 

pH . 


0.6 . 

lA . 

WitfiiDtbe 
range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


0.2 

av 


Subpart  I — Fine  Bleached  Kraft 
Subcategory 

§  430.90  .tpplicabilily;  description  of 
the  fine  bleached  krafi  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  fine 
papers  by  bleached  kraft  mills. 

§430.91  Speciali/.ed  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth- 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  (TPR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (In- 


§  430.92  Effluent  Kmitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  efflnent 
reaction  nttufaudrle  by  the  apidlMi- 
tion  of  the  best  praeflcaile  control 
teeJintdogy  currently  available. 

in  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect.  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  effluent  levels  established. 
It  is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  limltaticxis  have  not 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these  lim¬ 
itations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  Individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits) 
that  factors  relating  to  the  equipment  or 
facilities  involved,  the  process  applied,  or 
other  such  factors  related  to  such  dis¬ 
charger  are  fundamentally  different 


Metric  units  (kOogouns  per  t,000  kg  of  proluct) 


BOD6 _ 

IQA _ 

.  fUl 

TS8. _ 

22416... 

_  nA.-.— -  - 

9  6.5 

nwg»S.O 

tog.a 


EngUsh  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  produet) 


BODJ . 

21.2  _ 

1I.A 

T88 . 

.  44.3 . 

..  23A . 

la  2 

pH . 

WHhinthe 
range  6.0 

10  9.9. 

(b)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pfdlutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  p(^t  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations  set 
f(»iih  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor- 
ti<m  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such  op¬ 
erations. 
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isfflnent  Uii]ilaUoii;> 

KfflUMit  Average  ot  Annual  aver- 

charactnr  Maslmiua  daUr  values  age  of  dally 
telle  for  any  foraOconseon-  vante#  tor  1  yr 
I  day  live  days  shall  not 
shall  n^  etceed 


Metric  units  (kilograins  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODo . 1.95 . 1.0 . 

TSS . 6.8 . 8.85 . 

pK  . . Within  the 

range  (.0 
to  0.0i 


I'.iigUsb  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 . 3.9 _ 

TSS .  10.6.... 

pH. 


...  2i> .  .. 

...  5.7 . 

Within  ttie 
range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


(c>  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  o.nantity  or  quality  (rf  pt^utants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
log  washing  or  chip  washing  op^utions. 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  thLs 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  fMth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  ot  logs 
and/or  chips  viiich  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 

Kfliuoot  U^toUoii& 


Kinui'iil  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

•.liaracUT  Maximum  dally  vMuas  age  of  dally 
Isllr.s  for  any  forSOconneou  values  for  1  yr 
I  day  live  day.s  sl)all  not 
.shall  uol  eioeed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilogram.s  |kt  1 ,809  kg  of  product) 


...  0.2 . . 

...  0..55.  ... 


0.1..  ... 

0.3 . 

Witlun  the 
range  6.0 
to  9.0 


Kiiglish  units  (pound.s  (on  of  [irotUietl 


noi>^ . 0.4 

TSS .  l.l. 

pif 


....  0.2. 

....  0.6 _ 

Within  the 
range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


EfBueat  UmltatlOM 

Effluent  Average  ot  Annual  ayar* 

character-  Maiimnm  daily  valnea  an  of  dailr 
istlcs  for  any  toraOeonseoo-  vameatorlfr 
1  day  Uve  days  ,  atuOl  not 
shall  not  ezeaed 

ezoeed 


Metric  units  {knograms  per  1,000  kg  ot  product) 


Id)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  prop^iies.  oontroUed  by  this 
section,  resultii^  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  sidopart.  These  limita- 
tlfHis  are  in  additiCHi  to  the  limitatlcms 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  sure  subject  to  such  op¬ 
erations. 


BOD5 . 0.35 . 0.2 . 

TSS . 1.15 . .  0.6 . 

pH.. . . Within  tha 

range  6.0 
to9.a 


English  units  (pounds  pet  ton  of  product) 


BOr>5 _  0.7 . 0.4 . 

TSS . 2.3 . 1.2 . 

pH .  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9  a 


Subpart  J — Papergrade  Sulfite  (Blow  Pit 
Wash)  Subcategory 

§  430.100  Applicability;  description  of 
the  papergrade  sulfite  (blow  pit 
waMh)  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  paper 
by  papergrade  sulfite  mills,  tdilch  use 
blow  pit  pulp  wTishing  techniques. 

§  4.30-101  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviatlfms  and  me¬ 
thods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of  op¬ 
erating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas, 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry-tons  (10  percent  moisture).  Produc¬ 
tion  shall  be  determined  for  each  mill 
based  upon  past  production  practices, 
pre.sent  trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  submersiem 
of  the  drums  in  a  “tub"  of  water. 

(d)  A  non -continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPOES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharged  un¬ 
less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting  f  ortii 
tlie  prohibition  described  above,  requires 
compliance  with  the  effluent  limitations 


established  by  this  subpart  for  noncon- 
thiuous  dischargers  and  also  requires 
compliance  with  maximum  day  and  av¬ 
erage  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  lim¬ 
itations.  Such  maximum  day  and  average 
of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  limitations 
for  noncontinuous  dischargers  shall  be 
established  by  the  NPDES  authority  in 
the  form  of  concentrations  which  reflect 
waste  w'ater  treatment  levels  that  are 
representative  of  application  of  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  in  lieu  of  the  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  day  effluent 
limitations  set  forth  in  this  subpart. 

(e)  Sulfite  cooking  liquor  shall  be  de¬ 
fined  as  bisulfite  cooking  liquor  when  the 
pH  of  the  liquor  is  betw'een  3.0  and  6.0 
and  as  acid  sulfite  cooking  liquor  w'hen 
the  pH  is  less  than  3.0. 

§  430.102  Effluent  liiniu<tiun<i  guideline:* 
rt'pn-^enting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  tlie  appliea- 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  fmili 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  account  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  devel¬ 
op  and  solicit  w'ith  respect  to  factors 
(such  as  age  and  size  of  ifiant,  raw  ma¬ 
terials,  manufacturing  processes,  iwod- 
ucts  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  effluent  levels  established 
It  is,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  these  limitations  have  not 
been  available  and.  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  individ¬ 
ual  discharger  or  other  interested  person 
may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Ad¬ 
ministrator  (or  to  tlie  State,  if  the  State 
has  the  authority  to  Issue  NPDES  per¬ 
mits)  that  factors  relating  to  the  equip¬ 
ment  or  facilities  Involved,  the  process 
applied,  or  other  such  factors  related  to 
such  discharger  are  fundamentally  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  factors  considered  in  the 
establishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the 
basis  of  such  evidence  or  other  available 
information,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  finding 
that  such  factors  are  or  are  not  funda¬ 
mentally  different  for  that  facility  com¬ 
pared  to  those  specified  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document.  If  such  fimdamentally 
different  factors  are  found  to  exist,  tlie 
Regional  Administrator  or  the  State  shall 
establish  for  the  discharger  effluent  lim¬ 
itations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  tiie  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different, 
factors.  Such  limitatimis  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  ’The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disat^rove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions.  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
the.se  regulations. 
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(a)  The  following  limit^ttious  eotab- 
li&h  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  whldi  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  tbat  aH  point  sources 
other  than  non-contlnuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-c<mtinu- 
ous  dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  maximiun  day  and  average  of  30 
consecutive  days  limitations. 

Effluent  UmltaUooA 

KHliii'iit  Average  Of  Annual  aver 

charartvr  Maximum  dally  valuca  age  of  dally 
ist  ir  for  any  for  90  oonsocu-  vaiues  for  1  yr 
1  day  Uvo  day«  ahall  not 
•  shall  not  oxcowl 

exoeod 

Metric  units  O^Uograms  fier  1 ,000  kg  of  product) 


norw  ...  S1.8 . 16J6 _  U.3 

TSS .  48.95  .  28.0S .  13.0 


pit  ..  Within  die 

range  8.0 
tot  A 


English  units  (pounds  per  too  of  product) 


!UiP5 .  63.6  .  33.1 .  ..  18  6 

TSS  .  87.9 .  47 J- .  -'6.0 

pi  I  .  Within  ttie 

range  8.0 
to  9.0. 


*b)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  cfmtrolled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  In  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  totsd  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  Wmttations 


Ktllnoiit  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

I'liunK'ti'r-  Maximum  dafly  vatucR  age  of  dally 
islic  tor  any  for  SO  ooneecr-  value-x  tor  1  yr 
1  day  live  daye  'dmll  not 
atiall  net  exceed  ' 

exceed 


M  trie  unite  (kdogranu  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOn5 . 2.7 . l.« .  ft  8 

TSS _ 7.5  . 3.96 .  2.2 

pTI  .  Wittiin  ttke 

raw  6.0 
tofti 


KiigUsh  uniU  (pettada  (tor  toa  of  producU 


BOIM . 5.4 . 2.9 . 

TSS  . 16.0 . 7.9 . 

pU  ..WHluathe 

raageSi) 
to  9,0. 


ic)  Hie  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameten,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 


log  washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  dlsdiarged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limltatlMis  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  In  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  oi  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs 
and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 

I''.fflueul  Umltatiuni 

Klllui'Ut  Average  of  Annual  aver 

cliuracti'i  -  .Maximum  dally  valuta  age  of  daily 
istii'  for  any  6.ir  30  conscen  v  Uueeforlyr 
I  day  five  days  shall  act 
sliall  not  exceed 

exceed 


.M(  trio  units  (kikigntms  per  1.000  kg  of  product) 


BOnj . 0.16 . 0.1 .  ft*". 

TSR . 2.55  . 1.35 .  0.75 

pTT  .  Within  the 

range  5.9 
to  9.0, 


K.iiglish  units  ({lounds  per  too  of  product) 


BOPJ . 0..3 .  0.2 .  ft  1 

TSP _  5.1..  2.7- .  1.5 

pH  Within  the 

range  5.0  ‘ 

to  9.0. 

(d)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
sectiem,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  w'hich  are  subject  to  .such 
operations. 


'  K  niiniit  Umltal>oii.s 

Emuciil  Average  of  Annuftlaver 

cliaructi  i-  .Maxiiiium  dally  values)  age  of  dully 
i.<tU  s  for  any  (or  30  consecn  valncsstorlyr 
I  day  tivc  day.s  (diall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  (iroduct) 


BOD5 . 0.35 . 0.2. . 

TSS. . 1.7 . 0.9 . 

pH..  . Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


F.iipli.xh  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  (>reduct) 


BOP,).  -.0.7 . 0.4.- .  0,2 

TSS . 3.4 .  1.8 .  10 

pTl .  _ Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(e)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pfdlutants  or 
petulant  parameters,  cootroUed  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  bisulfite 
cooking  liquor  and  barometric  con¬ 
densers.  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  .source  subject  to  the  provislon.s  of 


this  subpart.  These  limitations  are  in 
addition  to  tlie  limitations  set  fortli  hi 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  £ihall 
be  calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  subject  to  such 
operations. 

Kffluent  limitations 

Kdlm  iit  Average  of  Anmial  .aver 

L-iiar.-iCtcr-  Maxiiniiui  daily  vdIucn  age  of  daily 
Istics  for  any  for  30  consecu  varacs  for  !  yr 

1  day  live  days  shall  not 
shall  not  oxceed 

exceed 


■Metric  units  ;.kilogriims  iK‘r  l.ikiO  kg  of  produel) 


BOD5 . 3.9 .  1..5..  ftiiU 

T.SS.  8.25  .  4.45  _  2  15 

pH  Within  tl»e 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


KngU.Mi  units  ^puund.s  |<er  ton  of  inovitii  t) 


BOOi..  .  .  .5.8 . ;t.O  I  7 

TS.< _  16.5..  ...  8.9 .  1  » 

(•H  .  Williiu  the 

range  5.0 
to  V  O. 

(f  >  The  following  limitations  estabhsii 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  acid 
sulfite  cooking  liquor  and  surface  con¬ 
densers.  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point,  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart.  These  limitations  are  in 
addition  to  the  limitations  set  forth  m 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall 
be  calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  subject  to  .such 
operations. 

I'ffliii  nl  liiint»lUH,> 

Efflunii  Average  of  .AniUiid  .*ver 

Hianicti'i  Ma.\iintim  daily  values  age  of  daily 
Wtie-  for  any  for  .‘{ti  consecu-  v.iUics  for  I  yr 
1  day  live  day.s  .sliall  nol 

sliall  not  er 

exi-ced 


Metric  units  (kikigmms  {ter  l.fNHi  kg  ot  piodiv-i.) 


BOnj .  0.5... . 0.25 _  0  15 

pH  ...  . .  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0 


Kiiglish  units  (|x>und.“  jx-r  ton  id  [xixl-e  it 
ftl  -  - 

®  ®  BOD5  .  1.0 . 0..5 _  0  7 

pH  Witliiii  the 

range  5.U 
to  9.0. 

(g)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by  thLs 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  acid 
sulfite  cooking  liquor  and  barometric 
condensers,  which  may  be  discharged  by 
a  point  source  subject  to  the  provisions 
of*  this  subpart.  These  limitations  are 
In  addition  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in 
paragraph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall 
be  calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  subject  to  .Riiclj 
operations. 
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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


KfBu«nt  Uniltations 


Average  of  Annual  aver- 
Kfllui  nt  daily  values  age  of  daily 

eliaiacti'r-  Maxliuuin  (or  30  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
istios  for  any  Uve  days  shall  not 
)  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


HOT>« . 3.76 . 1.06 .  1. 1 

TSS .  8.26 .  4.46 .  2.46 

pit . .  Within  the  .... 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  pro<luet) 


BOD6 .  7.5 . 3.9 .  2.2 

TSS . 16.5 . 8.9 .  4.9  . 

pTl . . Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  0.0. 


Subpait  K — Dissolving  Sutfite  Pulp 
Subcategory 

§  1.30.110  Applicability;  description  of 
the  dissolving  sulAte  pulp  subeate- 
gory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  pulp  by  dissolving  sulfite 
mills. 

§  430.1 1 1  Specialised  detinitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

lb)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-ttie-maohine  produetlon  in 
air-dry-tons  (10  percent  moisture)  di¬ 
vided  by  the  number  of  operating  days 
during  that  year.  Production  shall  be 
determined  for  each  mill  based  upon  past 
production  practices,  present  trends,  or 
ccHnmitted  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operatings  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  dnun  barking  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  .submersion 
of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  reasons 
other  than  treatment  plant  upset  con¬ 
trol,  such  periods  being  at  least  24  hours 
in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be  deemed 
a  non-continuous  discharger  unless  its 
permit,  in  addition  to  setting  forth  the 
prohibition  described  above,  requires 
compliance  with  the  efiBuent  limitations 
established  by  this  subpart  for  noncon- 
tinuous  dischargers  and  also  requires 
compliance  with  maximiun  day  and  aver¬ 
age  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  limi¬ 
tations.  Such  maximum  day  and  average 
of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  limitations 
for  nonc(mtinuous  dischargers  shall  be 
established  by  the  NPDES  authority  in 


the  form  of  concentrations  which  reflect 
waste  water  treatment  levels  that  are 
representative  of  application  of  best 
practicable  control  trchnology  currently 
available  in  lieu  of  the  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  day  efBuent 
limitations  set  forth  in  this  subpart. 

§  430.112  Effluent  limitation^)  guidelineis 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufactming  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  tech¬ 
nology  available,  energy  requirements 
and  costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry 
subcategorization  and  effluent  levels  es¬ 
tablished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that 
data  which  would  affect  these  limita¬ 
tions  have  not  been  available  and,  as  a 
result,  these  limitations  should  be  ad¬ 
justed  for  certain  plants  hi  this  industry. 
An  individual  discharger  or  other  inter¬ 
ested  person  may  submit  evidence  to  the 
Regional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State, 
if  the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating  to 
the  equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors 
related  to  such  discharger  are  funda¬ 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidenee 
or  otb^  available  information,  Uie  Re¬ 
gional  Admintstnator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  fac¬ 
tors  are  or  a»e  not  fundamentally  differ¬ 
ent  for  that  iaei]^y  compared  to  those 
specified  in  the  Development  £>ocument. 
If  such  fundamentally  different  factors 
are  found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  or  the  State  shall  establish  for 
the  discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  et^r  more  or  less 
stringent  than  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by 
such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limi¬ 
tations,  specify  other  limitations,  or  Ini¬ 
tiate  proceedings  to  revise  these  regu¬ 
lations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
secti(Mi,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximiun  day  and  average  of  30  consec¬ 
utive  days  limitations. 


Effluent  UmltaUous 


Effluent  Average  of  Aitnoa)  aver- 

character-  daily  vahies  age  of  daily 

i?t  ic  Maximuju  for  30  eonseco-  values  (Or  1  yr 
(nr  any  live  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exi;ecd 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,(X)0  kg  of  product) 


BOD4 . 41.4 . 21A .  12. 1 

TBS .  70.65 .  38.06 .  20  9 

pri . Within  the  .  . 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  pro<luct) 


BODi . 82S .  43.1 .  24.2 

TBS . 141J _ 76.1 .  41.8 

pll . Within  the 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 

(b)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  proper-' 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  Umltalions 


Effluent  Average  of  Anuiial|^er 

character-  Afaxtnuiui  da^  valoes 
isftcM  r(»aoay  fhMvoensera- 

1  lint  fivo  dagfs  snaJFndl 

ei««ed 


Metric  units  (kilogtaius  pM't,0Qarkg  of  product) 


BOm . 0.7- . (k35-_ .  0.2 

TSS . afiL . .  0.06 

pT( . .  Wdffinti^ 

HUige  KO 
tolO. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD4 . 1.4 . 0.7 .  0. 4 

TSS _ OA . 0.2 .  0. 1 

pH._ . Within  the 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


(c)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  thfc 
subpiart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitatifHis  set  forth  in  p(u%- 
graih  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  oi  logs 
and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 
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BOhMiit  IbaHatloiu 

iCflfluent  ATera(’»o(  Annual  aver- 

'haracUr  daHjr  valuta  age  o(  daily 

IsHrs  Maximum  tor  SO  coaaectt-  valuea  ior  1  yr 
for  any  tivsdays  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

cioecd 


EiBut'nt 

Eflhient  Avorafte  of  Annual  aver- 

obaracter-  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  daily 
Istics  for  any  for  30  eonsecti-  values  Ibr  1  yr 
1  day  live  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Effluent  llmltatioiis 


Elflueui  daily  values  Annual  aver 

charact'-r-  Maximum  for  M  Conseco-  age  of  dally 
istles  for  any  Uve  days  vuiies  tor  I  yr 
1  day  shall  not  shall  not 
exceed  exceed 


Metric  units  (Idiogrems  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  prodwt) 


BOr>« . 0.15 . 0.1 . . 

TS8 . 0.15 . 0.1_ . 

pTT . . Within  Ue 

range  6.0 
to  AO. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


0.06  BOD5 . 2.9 . 1.6  . 

0.06  pH . .  Withinthe 

.  range  5.0 

to  9.0. 


KngUsh  units  ((Htunds  |hu  Umi  of  (iroducU 


BOD.i . 6.R .  3  0  _  l.T 

0.3_. - 0.2 - ... —  0.1  plf.  . . . Withiii  tlie 

TSS . .  0.3 - -  0.2 - -  0.1  range  5.0 

pH  . Withinthe  ..  to  9.0. 

range  6.0  _  _ 

to  9.0. 


M<‘tric  units  ;kiIogr,uns  per  1,000  kg  o(  product) 

BODJ . 9.1 

.4.9 .  2  T,5 

pn... 

.  Within  Iho 
range  5.0 
to  9.a* 

KiiRlish  units  (iKUinds  jkt  ton  of  product) 

BOD5 . t8.<»  ... 

pH .  . 

.  9.8 .  5.6 

Within  the  ...  . 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 

(d>  The  following  limltaUons  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  pemds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
proiisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  shall  be  calculated  using  the 
pnHX>rtion  of  the  mill’s  total  production 
due  to  use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to 
such  operations. 


Effluent  kniitatioii^ 


Effluent 

character¬ 

istics 

MaKimam 
for  any 

1  day 

Average  of 
daily  vMnes 
for  30  consecu¬ 
tive  days 
.shall  not 
exceed 

Aturnal  aver¬ 
age  of  daily 
values  for  1  yr 
shall  not 
exerted 

Metric  units  (kilograin.s  per  1,006  kg  of  product) 

BOD6.... 

.  0.18 . 

ai . 

0.05 

TSS . 

.  0.16 . 

.0.1 . 

0.05 

pK 

Within  the 
range  6.0 
to  9.0. 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

TSS . 

pH 

..  OS . . 

..  0.3 . . 

.  0.2 . 

.  0.2 . . 

.  Within  the 
conge  6j0 
to  9.0. 

at 

0.1 

(e)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  cfmtrolled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  viscose  grade  dissolving  sulfite 
pulp,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  ^Ich  includes 
this  grade. 


(f)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  cellophane  grade  dissolving  sulfite 
pvilp, -which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  tlie  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  tills  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  which  Includes 
this  grade. 


Effluent  limitations 

Eflluent 

ctiaracler 

istics 

Maximum 
for  any 
t  d.'iy 

Average  of  Annual  aver - 
dally  values  age  of  daily 
for  .30  oonsecu-  vMucs  for  1  yr 
live  days  .shall  not 

sltall  not  exceed 

exceed 

•Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 

Bons..  . 

pll 

6.65 . 

3.45.... .  1.95 

-  Wit.hin  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  producU 

BOP5 

6.9.  3.6 

nH 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

(g)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  acetate  grade  dissolving  sulfite 
pulp,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart.  These  limitatioDS  are  in 
addition  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in 
para^ph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall 
be  calculated  using  the  propeution  of 
the  mill’s  total  production  which  includes 
this  grade. 


Subpart  L — Groundwood-Chemi- 
Mechanical  Subcategory 

§  130.120  ApplKability;  description  of 
die  groundwood-chemi-mechanicsl 
subralegory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  paper 
by  groundwood  chemi-mechanlcal  mUla. 

§  130.121  Specialized  definiUo(U<. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  In  40  CFTt 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  sul^art. 

(b)  Production  ^all  be  defined  as  tiie 
annual  off-the-machtne  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
mai^et  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry-tons  (10%  moistiu«).  ProductiMi 
shall  be  determined  for  each  mill  based 
upon  past  production  practices,  preset 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drtun  barking 
operations  that  use  substantial  quanti¬ 
ties  of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in 
the  barking  dnuns  or  in  a  partial  sub¬ 
mersion  of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  of 
water. 

(d)  A  non-continuous  discharger  Is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDEas 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duratiem.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-contlnuous  discharger 
unless  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above, 
requires  comnliance  with  the  effluent 
iimitatiems  established  by  this  subpart 
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lor  non-contixiuous  dischargers  and  also 
requires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent 
limitations  for  non-continuous  discharg¬ 
ers  shall  be  established  by  the  NPDES 
authority  in  the  form  of  concentrations 
which  reflect  waste  water  treatment 
levels  that  are  representative  of  appli¬ 
cation  of  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available  in  lieu  of  the 
maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con¬ 
secutive  day  effluent  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  subpart. 

§  4.30.122  Effluent  liniitalions  guidelines 
representing  tJie  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section.  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  Information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technol¬ 
ogy  available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  indxistry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  shoiild  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  indi¬ 
vidual  discharger  or  other  Interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if 
the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating  to 
the  equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  from  the  factors  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide- 
Unes.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those 
.specified  in  the  Development  Document. 
If  such  fundamentally  different  factors 
are  found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  or  the  State  shall  establish  for 
the  discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 
fimdamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  approved  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  Ekivironmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions.  specify  other  limitations,  or  initi¬ 
ate  proceedings  to  revise  these  regula¬ 
tions. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  ccmtrol  t^hnology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  di.schargers 


shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  average 
limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximmn  day  and  average  of  30  coasec- 
utive  days  limitations. 

Efflncnt  Umltatioiis 


Effluont  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

charaeter-  Maximum  dally  valuee  age  of  dally 
isHcs  tor  any  for  30  eonsecu-  values  f<w  1  yr 
1  day  tlve  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODfi . 13.5 . 7.05- .  8.95 

T8S .  19.75 .  10.66 .  5.85 

pH . Within  the  .  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (potmds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5.... 

...  27.0 . 

.  14.1 . 

7.9 

;i9.5 . . 

.  21.3 . 

11.7 

pH 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 

(b)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  frwn  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  soiuce  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 

EflSucnt  limitations 


Average  of  Annual  aver- 
Eflluont  daily  values  age  of  daily 

character-  Maximum  for  30  conseco-  values  for  1  yr 
istlc  f>x  any  tlve  days  shall  not 
I  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kiUrgrams  per  1,000  kg  of  p'oduct) 


BOD6 . 0.9 . 0.45 .  a26 

TS.S . 2.6 . 1.45 .  as 

pH  .  .  .  Within  tile  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pound*'  |K'r  Ion  of  prodiiet) 


BOD5 . 1.8-- . 0.9 .  0.5 

T.SS . 6.2 . 2.9 .  1.6 

pH  .  -  Within  the  .  . 

range  5.0 

to  9.a  • 

(c)  Tlie  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be  cal¬ 
culated  using  the  proportion  of  the  mill’s 
total  production  due  to  use  of  logs  and/ 
or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such  oper- 
ati<xi.s. 


EfBoent  HmltaUons 


AvcfUge  of  Annn»l  ov«r- 
EfBuent  daily  values  age  of  dally 

eharaeter-  Maximum  tor  30  eonsecu-  vtunes  lor  1  yr 
letics  for  any  Uve  days  shall  not 
1  day  ^all  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 .  0.06 .  0.05 .  ft  Of 

TSB . 0.26 . ftl5 .  ft  1 

pH . Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD4 . 0.1 . 0.1 .  0.1 

T88 . 0.5 . 0.3 .  0  2 

pH . Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(d)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  thl.s 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  ITiese  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitation 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  shall  be  osculated  using  the 
proportion  of  the  mill’s  total  production 
due  to  use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to 
such  operations. 


Effluent  Ihultatioa-' 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

rharacter-  daily  values  ago  of  dally 

Istlrs  Maximum  l<»  30  eonsecu-  values  for  1  yr 
for  any  tlve  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODi . 0.15 . 0.05 .  O-O.*) 

TS8 _ 0.55 _ 0.3 .  0.  K* 

pH  . Within  tile 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


Engli^  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 _ 0.3 . 0.1 .  0,1 

TgS . .  J.l . 0.6. . .  .  (I  S 

pH . . .  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to'J.ft 


(f)  For  those  mills  using  zinc  hydro- 
sulflte  as  a  bleaching  agent  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  process,  the  following  effluent 
limitations  are  to  be  added  to  the  base 
limitations  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a) ; 

Effluent  limitatioas 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

character  daily  *^ue6  age  of  daily 

isttes  Maximum  for  36  eonsecu-  valnes  for  1  yr 
for  any  tlve  days  shall  not 
1  day  Shan  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


Zina. . .  0A4 _ ai7 .  ft  115 


Engllrii  units  (pounds  per  ton  o(  product) 


ZtnOL - .0.88 _ 0.84._ -  ft» 
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Subpart  M — Groundwood — ^Thermo — 
Mechanical  Subcategory 

§  130.130  Applicability;  description  of 
the  groundwood— thermo— mechan* 
ical  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap< 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  pulp  and  paper  by  ground- 
wood  thermo — mechanical  mills. 

§130.131  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  tWs  subpart; 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the 
general  definitions,  abbreviations  and 
methods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR 
Part  401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  bff-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry -tons  (10%  moisture).  Production 
.shall  be  determined  for  each  mill  based 
upon  past  production  practices,  present 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking 
operations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking 
operations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  submersion 
of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  oj  water. 

(d)  A  non-con tinuous  ^discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited'by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger  un¬ 
less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above,  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  the  efi9uent  limi¬ 
tations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-continuous  dischargers  and  also  re- 
auires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  dajrs  effluent 
limitations  for  ncm-contlnuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  levels  that  ai’e  representative  of 
application  of  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  in  lieu  of 
the  maximum  day  and  average  of  30 
consecutive  day  effluent  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  subpart. 

§  130.132  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
reprt'senting  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect.  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technrfogy 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 


categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is.  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  indust^.  An  individ¬ 
ual  discha^er  or  other  interested  person 
may  sulsnit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Ad¬ 
ministrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State 
has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  per¬ 
mits)  that  factors  relating  to  the  equip¬ 
ment  or  facilities  involved,’'  the  process 
applied,  or  other  sruch  factors  related  to 
such  discharger  are  fundammtally  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  factors  considered  in  the 
establishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the 
basis  of  such  evid^ce  or  other  available 
information,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fimdamentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document.  If  such  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  factors  are  foimd  to  exist, 
the  Regional  Administrator  or  the  State 
shall  establish  for  the  discharger  effluoit 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fimdamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Ag^cy.  nae  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  fiisan>rove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions.  or  initiate  /proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

ta>  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pefflutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  curr«itly 
available,  except  that  all  point  soimces 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximum  day  and  average  of  30  consec¬ 
utive  days  limitations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Averape  of  Annual  avex- 

rharacter-  daily  values  ape  of  daily 

i-stlcs  Maximum  for  30  consecu-  values  for  lyr 
for  any  tive  days  shall  not 
i  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5  .. 

..  10.6.. _ 5.55 . . . 

3.1 

Taa . 

...  1.5.55. .  8.35 . 

4.6 

pH.  ... 

range  5.0 

to  9.0. 

Engtisli  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BODS . ?1.2 _ 11.1 .  8.2 


...  31.1 . .  16.7 _ _ 

9.2 

pH...,, 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

( b)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 


charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  llmita- 
ti(»is  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor- 
ti(»i  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Avenge  of  Annual  aver- 

character-  daily  values  age  of  daily 

istlc  Maximum  for  30  consecu-  vtdues  for  1  yr 
for  any  tive  ditya  shaP  not 
I  day  shall  not  exceed 
exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 . 0.9 . .  0.45 _  dS 

T88 . 2.7 . .  1.45 _  ttTS 

pH... . .  Within  the  . . . 

range  Si) 
to9.& 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BODS . 1.8 . 0.9. _  0.« 

T8S . 5.4 . 2.9 _  L« 

pH . . Within  the  . . . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(c)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  cemtroUed  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
log  washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  ol  this 
subp{u*t.  These  llmitaticms  are  in  addi- 
tiem  to  the  limitations  set  forth  In  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs 
and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  Annxial  aver- 

character-  daily  values  age  of  daily 

istlc  Maximum  for  30  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
for  any  tive  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5. .  0.05 .  0.05 .  ttOS 

T88 . 0.3 . 0.15 .  0.05 

pH . W'ithin  the  . . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5. . 0.1 . 0.1 .  0.1 

TSS . 0.6 . 0.3 .  0. 1 


range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(d)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
fiumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  piaragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due 
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to  use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


F-fTluent 

iliaracter- 

i<llos 


Maximum 
for  any 
1  day 


Averaged 
dally  values 
for  30  consecu¬ 
tive  days 
shall  not 
exceed 


Annual  aver¬ 
age  of  daily 
values  for  1  yr 
shall  not 
exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 

Ttom 

0.15. 

--  0.1 . . 

0.05 

TBS _ 

0.6. . 

. . 0.35 . 

0. 15 

pH.  . 

range  5.0 

to9.a 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

BOD5 _ 

OA.. 

. 0.2 . 

0.1 

T86_ . 

1.2.. 

. 0.7 . 

0.3 

pH  . 

. Within  the  . . 

range  5.0 

to  9.0. 

i  (f)  For  those  mills  using  zinc  hydro- 
suLQte  as  a  bleaching  agent  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  process,  the  following  eflSuent 
Uu^tations  are  to  be  added  to  the  base 
limitations  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a) : 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

ebanuster-  Maximum  daily  values  age  of  daily 
btlcs  Id  any  ■  for  30  eonsecu-  values  tor  1  yr 
1  day  live  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  i>er  1,000  kg  of  product) 


line .  0.26 .  0.13 .  0065 


Englisli  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  produet) 


»BC .  0.52 .  0.26 .  0.1T 


;  Subpart  N — Groundwood-CMN  Papers 
Subcategory 

§  430.140  Applicability;  description  of 
the  groundwood— CMN  papers  siib- 
j  category. 

The  provisions  of  this  sul^art  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  frcMn  the 
Integrated  production  of  pulp  and  coarse 
paper,  molded  pulp  products,  and  news¬ 
paper  by  groundwood  miUs. 

§  430.141  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart:  <a) 
Except  as  provided  below,  the  general 
definitions,  abbreviations  and  methods 
of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CPR  Part  401 
shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machlne  coating  where 
s^pllcable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
(grating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  meastured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry -tons  (10%  moisture).  Production 
shall  be  determined  for  each  mill  based 
up<xi  past  production  practices,  present 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

fc)  Wet  barking  (derations  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 


erations  and  w’et  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  submer¬ 
sion  of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger  un¬ 
less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above, 
requires  compliance  with  the  effluent 
limitaticms  established  by  this  sul^art 
for  non-continuous  discharger^  and  also 
requires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  for  non-continuous 
dischaigers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  con¬ 
centrations  which  reflect  waste  water 
tr^tment  levels  that  are  representa¬ 
tive  of  application  of  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available 
in  lieu  of  the  maximum  day  and  average 
of  30  consecutive  day  effluent  limitations 
set  forth  in  this  sul^art. 

§  430.142  Effluent  limitations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduel  ion  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technol¬ 
ogy  available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  w'ould  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  in¬ 
dividual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  sutoiit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State, 
if  the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating  to 
the  equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  fimdamen- 
tally  different  from  the  factors  consid¬ 
ered  In  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fimdamentally  different 
for  that  faciUty  compared  to  those  speci¬ 
fied  In  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator  or  the  State  shall  establish  for 
the  discharger  effluent  limitations  In  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 


fundamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  I4>pn}ved  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agenoy.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by 
this  section,  whli^  may  be  discharged  by 
a  point  soxu'ce  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  subpart  after  application  of  the 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available,  except  that  all  point 
sources  other  than  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  an¬ 
nual  average  limitations,  and  that  non- 
continuous  dischargers  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  maximum  day  and  average  of 
30  consecutive  days  limitations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effliieut  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

cliaract(>r'  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  dally 
isties  for  any  for  30  eonsecu-  values  for  1  yr 
1  day  live  da}^  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

*  exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 

BOD6. 

.  7.45 . 

3.9 . 

2.2 

T86... 

. . 12.76 . 

•.86 . 

3.76 

pH 

Witlw  the  . 

range  5.0 

to9A 

English  unite  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

BOtW 

. 14.9 . 

7.8 . 

4.4 

TS9... 

. 25.5 . 

18.7 . 

7.5 

pIT 

range  5.0 

to9.a 

(b)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resiiltlng  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  shall  be  c^culated  using  the 
proportion  of  the  mill’s  total  production 
due  to  use  of  logs  w’hich  are  subject  to 
such  operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

character-  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  daily 
isties  for  any  for  30  COnsecu-  values  tor  1  yr 
1  day  live  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 . 1.15 . 0.55 . .  AS 

TS9 . .  2.0 _ 1.1 . .  *4 

pH . Within  tho  . . . 

-tango  &0 
toaa 


EngBMi  unite  (pounds  per  toB  oIpwAiwO 


BOIM. 

T88.~ 

pH.... 


a 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  47.  NO.  4 — THURSDAY,  JANUARY  6,  1977 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS  1411 


(c»  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
ix)llutant  parameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addition 
to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  paragraph 
<  a '  of  this  section  and  shall  be  calculated 
using  the  proportion  of  the  mill’s  total 
production  due  to  use  of  logs  and/or 
chips  which  are  subject  to  such  op>era- 
tions. 

Kffluont  limitalUnis 


r.tlliiriiT  Avorage-of  Annual  avor- 

char.'u  tci  -  Maximum  dally  values  age  of  daily 
isties  for  any  for  .30  consocu-  valm<!  for  1  yr 
1  day  live  days  shall  not 
.shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  uniis  (kilogr.ams  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODc  n.l.i . .  0.05 . .  0.05 

T.siS..  0.2 . 0.15 .  0.1 

pit  .  .  ...  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


Knyli.sli  units  (iHtunds  per  ton  of  pro<luct) 


Itoiw  0..3  0.1 . . .  0.1 

1SS. ,  0.4.  ...0.3 .  0.2 

pit.  .  Within  the  ... 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


<  d  •  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  piollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  frmn  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  pxmds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpiart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  piaragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
opierations. 

Etllucut  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

ctuiractcr-  daily  value.s  age  of  daily 

istic.s  Maximum  for  SOconsecu-  valiU“S  for  1  yr 
for  any  live  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  except 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  p<»r  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOf)o . 0.25 . 0.1 .  0.05 

TSS .  0.45  .  0.25  .  0.  15 

pll  .  .  .  Within  the  . . . 

range  5.0 
to  9.a 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BODo . 0.5 . 0.2 .  0.1 

TSS . 0.9 . 0.5 .  0  3 

pH . Within  the  .  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(f>  For  those  mills  using  zinc  hydro 
sulfite  as  a  bleaching  agent  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  process,  the  following  effluent 


limitations  are  to  be  added  to  the  base 
limitations  set  forth  in  piaragraph  (a) : 


Effluent  limitations 

Kfflucut 

..fliiiiat-tfr- 

L'tio 

Average  of 
Maximum  daily  values 
for  any  for  30  consecu- 
l  day  live  days 

shall  not 
•  exceed 

Annual  aver, 
age  of  dally 
values  for  1  j-r 
shall  not 
exceed 

Metric  units  (kilograms  p*T  1,000  kg  of  product) 

Zinc . O.tsO  . 0.15 .  0. 10 


Zinc . O.tsO  . 0.15 .  0. 10 

English  units  (p<junds  per  ton  of  product) 

Zinc.  0.'>)  -  0.:t0 .  0.  20 


Subpart  O — Groundwood — Fine  Papers 
Subcategory 

§  1.^0. 1.>0  .Vpplirability :  description  u( 
llie  ^roiiiidHood-tiiie  papers  Mibeule- 
gor> .  * 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  fine 
paper  by  groundwood  mills. 

§  430. ISl  Specialized  definilioll^. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

<  a )  Except  as  provided  below’,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  appb’  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  w’here 
applicable  >  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be,  measured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry-tons  (10''f  moisture).  Production 
shall  be  determined  for  each  mill  based 
upon  past  production  practices,  present 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking 
operations  that  use  substantial  quan¬ 
tities  of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in 
the  barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  sub¬ 
mersion  of  the  drums  in  a  “tub"  of  wa¬ 
ter. 

(d»  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDEIS 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger  un¬ 
less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above,  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  the  effluent  lim¬ 
itations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-continuous  dischargers  and  also  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
jind  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  for  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  be  established  by  the 


NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  con¬ 
centrations  which  reflect  waste  water 
treatment  levels  that  are  representative 
of  application  of  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available  in 
lieu  of  the  maximum  day  and  average  of 
30  consecutive  day  effluent  limitations 
set  forth  in  tliis  subpart. 

§  430.132  Efflurnl  liniilulioii?.  ^uidt'liiK'-i 
repre>ciitinp  the  degree  of  eOluent 
rediielion  attainable  bv  tbe  appliea- 
tioii  of  tile  be^t  praetieable  eoiilrol 
teehiiology  eurrenily  axailable. 

In  establishiitg  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  w’ith  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw’  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energj’  requirements  and 
costs)  w’hich  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is.  how’ever,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a 
result,  these  limitations  should  be  ad¬ 
justed  for  certain  plants  in  this  in- 
dustrj’.  An  individual  discharger  or 
other  interested  person  may  submit 
evidence  to  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State 
has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES 
permits  >  that  factors  relating  to  the 
equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors 
related  to  such  discharger  are  fmida- 
mentaliy  different  from  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  w’ill 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
fomid  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  hmitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 
fundamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  approved  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  follow’ing  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by 
this  section,  which  may  be  discharged 
by  a  point  source  subject  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  subpart  after  application  of 
the  best  practicable  control  technology 
currently  available,  except  that  all  point 
sources  other  than  non-continuous  dis- 
c^rgers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  an¬ 
nual  average  limitations,  and  that  non- 
continuous  dischargers  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  maximum  day  and  average 
of  30  consecutive  days  limitations. 
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Effluent  limltattons 


Effluont  Average  of  Annual  aver* 

cliaraetor-  daily  values  age  of  dafly 

l.<tlc  Maximum  for  30  oonsecu-  values  for  lyr 
for  any  live  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  moeed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5... 

„  6.85... 

....  3.6 . 

20 

T.SS . 

..  11.76.. 

....  6.3 . 

3.45 

dH . 

....  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to9.a 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

BOD5 

1.3  7 

.  7.2 .  4.0 

TSS... 

. 23.5 . 

.  12.6 .  6.9 

pH 

range  5.0 

to9J). 

(b)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due 
to  use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  llmiUlfioii.s 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

charactor-  Maximum  daily  values  age  of  daily 
Istlc  for  any  for  30  conseeu-  values  for  1  yr 
1  day  tive  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1 ,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 . 1.1 . 0.5.') .  0.35 

T83 .  1.95 .  1.1 .  0.6 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
(O9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 . 2.2 . 1.1 .  0.7 

TSS . 3.9 . 2.2- .  1.2 

pH . Within  the  . 

range.  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(c)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs 
and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


meS  AND  tEGULATIONS 


Effluent  Umltatlons 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

cbaracter*  Maximum  daily  values  age  of  daily 

ieties  lor  any  for  30  oonsecu-  values  for  1  yr 
1  day  tive  days  shall  not 
dtall  not  exceed 

'  exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5... 

...  0.15... 

_ 0.05 . 

0.0“ 

0.1 

TfiR  . 

...  0.2 _ 

_ 0.16 . 

nH _ 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

BOD5... 

...  0.3.... 

....  0.1 . 

0.1 

TSS . 

...  0.4 _ 

....  0.3 . 

0.2 

pH . 

range  5.0 

to  9.0. 

(d)  The  foUowing  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resiilting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations 


Average  of  Annual  aver- 
Kfflueiit  daily  r^ues  age  of  dally 

(  haraeter-  Maximum  for  30  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
istics  for  any  tive  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 . 0.2 . 0.05 .  0.05 

TSS . 0.4 . 0.25 .  a  15 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOD5 . 0.4 . 0.1 .  0.1 

TSS . 0.8 . 0.5 . . .  as 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(f)  For  those  mills  using  zinc  hydro- 
sulflte  as  a  bleaching  agent  in  the  manu¬ 
facturing  process,  the  following  efBuent 
limitations  are  to  be  added  to  the  base 
limitations  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a) : 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

character-  daily  values  age  of  daily 

istics  Maximum  lor  30  consecu-  values  for  1  yr 
for  any  Uve  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


Zinc .  0375 .  0.186 .  OOO 


English  onits  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


ane- .  056 .  0J7 .  OU 


Subpart  P — Soda  Subcategory 

§  430.160  Appli«ability ;  description  of 
tite  soda  subcategory. 

The  provisiems  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  residting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  paper 
by  soda  mills. 

§  430.161  Specialized  definitions. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  the  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measured  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
dry-tons  (10  percent  moisture).  Produc¬ 
tion  shall  be  determined  for  each  mill 
based  upon  past  production  practices, 
present  trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  Include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking  op¬ 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  In  a  partial  submer¬ 
sion  of  the  drums  In  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  whi(di  Is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  reasems 
other  than  treatment  plant  iipset  control, 
such  periods  being  at  least  24  hours  in 
duration.  A  min  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
non-c<mtinuous  discharger  unless  its 
permit,  in  addition  to  setting  forth  the 
prohibition  described  above,  requires 
compliance  with  the  elBuent  limitations 
established  by  this  subpart  for  non-con- 
tinuous  dischargers  and  also  requires 
compliance  with  maximum  day  and  aver¬ 
age  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  Such  maximum  day  and  average  of 
30  consecutive  days  ^uent  limitations 
for  non-continuous  dischargers  shall  be 
established  by  the  NPDES  authority  in 
the  form  of  concentrations  which  reflect 
waste  water  treatment  levels  that  are 
representative  of  application  of  best 
practicable  control  t^-hnology  cui'rently 
available  in  lieu  of  the  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  day  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  set  forth  in  this  subpart. 

§  430.162  Effluent  hmilations  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduetion  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technedogy  cnrrently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  account  sdl 
information  it  was  able  to  coUect,  develop 
and  solicit  with  reflect  to  factors  (such 
as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  materials, 
manufacturing  processes,  products  pro¬ 
duced,  treatment  technology  available, 
en«gy  requirements  and  eosts)  which 
can  affect  the  industry  subcategorlzatloc 
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and  effluent  ler^  estaUlu-hed  It  i.'  ho  v- 
ever.  possible  that  data  wliicli  A’ouid  af¬ 
fect  these  limitations  have  not  been 
available  and,  as  a  result,  these  limita¬ 
tions  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  mterested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits* 
that  factors  relating  to  ttie  equiimient  or 
facilities  involved,  the  process  applied,  or 
other  such  factors  related  to  such  dis¬ 
charger  are  fxmdamentally  different  from 
the  factors  considered  in  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis  of 
such  evidwice  or  other  available  infor¬ 
mation,  the  Regional  Administrator  (or 
the  State)  will  make  a  written  finding 
that  such  factors  are  or  are  not  funda¬ 
mentally  different  for  that  facility  com¬ 
pared  to  those  specified  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document.  If  such  fimdamentaUy 
different  factors  are  found  to  exist,  the 
Regional  Administrator  or  the  State 
shall  establish  tor  the  discharger  effluent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  string^it  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  estalfiished  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap- 
pi*oved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

(a)  Tlie  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  contioHed  by  this 
.section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximum  day  and  average  of  30  consec¬ 
utive  days  limitation.s 

Rffluuul  UmllivttoiLS 


Kfflut'.til  MaslmuiD  A.reraeeof  Annuai  avcx- 
i^liaractw  (or  any  dadf  ralue.'<  agoof(lall> 
isllps  1  day  forSOWTOPon  tsIhps  (or  1  yr 
Uv«  day.s  shall  not 
shall  tiiocod 

oxeeed 


Metric  units  (kilocrains  per  1,000  M;  of  (>ro<luct'' 


BOD5 . 13.7 _ 7.1 .  4.0 

TSS . 24.5 . 13.2 .  7.25 

pH  _  Within  the 

range  6.0 
t»9.0. 


English  noiU  (pnundsiter  tan  of  product) 


BODd _ ».4 . 144-. _  8.0 

TB8 . .  4»J) . >8.4 .  14.6 

pH . fnihin«M  . 

range  64 
toSJi 


(b>  The  following  limitations  estab- 
Dsh  the  qucmtl^  or  quality  of  pollutants 


or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  wet 
barking  opei*ations,  which  may  be  dis- 
cliarged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragrtq^  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  pn^r- 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 

rttliiiMil  limtta*K>n> 

Kflluotii  Average  c>(  Anniia)  av.x 

clianu  ii  r-  Maximum  dally  valium  age  of  daily 
istlfs  lormiy  ti>r  ;«0  eonsecu  valfies  for  I  yr 
I  day  live  days  fliall  not 
sliall  not  eioeed 


Metric  units  tkilogrunis  i>er  1,((00  kg  of  product) 


BOIV _  2.ft5 . l.1 . 

TS.'^  .Vii . 2.S .  l.5i. 

pU  .  Within  the 

range  6.0 
to  9.a 


Kiiglisli  units  (|>oiuid.s  |>er  U>n  of  prodttet) 


BOr>5 .  4.1 _ 2.2 .  1.2 

TSS . .  I0..i . r..0 .  3.1 

pH . WiUuQ  th* 

range  6.0 
to  9.0. 


(c)  Tlie  following  limitatKms  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  ot  pollutants 
or  pollutant  pai*ameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
log  washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a)  of  this  section  and  sh^  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  ttie 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs 
and/or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 

KtUucnl  UndtalUHi.'’ 

Kinib'Ul  Average  Of  Aaniud  avrr- 

cliaracP'i  -  M:uiinuui  daily  valitea  age  of  daily 
istifS  for  any  ktr  .10  coraccu  v.ilues  for  1  yeiv 
I  da.\  live  days  .<4iaU  not 
siiall  not  oioeed 

oicocd 


Metric  units  (kilograms  |)f.r  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODf . 0.15 _ 0.1 .  0.0f> 

TSS . 0.5 . 0.25 .  0.15 

pH .  Within  tho 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


KiigUsh  units  (pounds  |hx  ton  of  producti 


BOI>6 . as . 0J5 .  0.1 

TSS . 1.0 . 0.5 .  0.3 

pH . Within  tha  ... 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(d)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  pixHiertles,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  ot  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 


charged  by  a  point  source  .subject  to  tlie 
inx>visions  of  tliis  subpart..  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  tlie  limitatioiK. 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill's  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such  op¬ 
erations. 

Kfllui  lit  limitations 

lOtliui  iit  .Average  trf  Autiual  aver 

■liaracti  r  daily  valii<«  age  of  daily 

lstii*s  .Maximum  tor  :t0  oonsecii  vaiiira  for  1  yr 
for  any  tlve  day's  shall  not 
1  day  sliall  not  eiceed 

exewd 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  ixoduct) 


HtXOo  . .  0.3 _ ...  0.2 .  0  1 

TSS.  1.1 . 0.55 .  .  dso 

I’ll  ..  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.#. 


KiigUsh  units  (pounds  per  ton  ot  product) 

BOD5 _ 0.8 . 0.4. .  OS 

TSS... . 2.2 . 1.1 _  0,7 

pH  . . Within  the 

range  6.0 
to  9.a 

Subpart  Q — Deink  Subcategory 

1.30.170  .4pplicability ;  deecriptiuti  of 
the  deink  eubcategorv. 

The  provisions  of  Uiis  sublet  are  iap- 
pUcable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  paper 
by  deink  mills. 

§  4.30.171  .Specialized  di*finilk»n«. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart:  (a> 
Except  as  provided  below,  the  general 
definitions,  abbreviations  and  methods  oi 
analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  401 
shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  tliat  yeai*.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measured  in  tlie  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereits 
market  pulp  shall  be  measured  in  air- 
diy’-tons  (10%  moisture).  Production 
shall  be  determined  for  each  mill  based 
upon  past  production  practices.  pre.sent 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  reasons 
other  than  treatment  plant  upset  con¬ 
trol,  such  periods  being  at  least  24  hours 
in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be  deaned 
a  non-continuous  discharger  unless  its 
permit,  in  addition  to  setting  forth  the 
prohibition  described  above,  requires 
compliance  with  the  effluent  limitations 
established  by  this  subpart  for  non-con¬ 
tinuous  dischargers  and  also  requires 
compliance  with  maximum  day  and  aver¬ 
age  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  Such  maximum  day  and  average 
of  30  con.'iecutive  days  effluent  limitations 
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for  iion-contuuiju.;  aisthargers  shall  be 
established  by  the  NPDES  authority  in 
the  form  of  concentrations  which  reflect 
waste  water  treatment  levels  that  are 
representative  of  appUcatlon  of  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  in  lieu  of  the  maximxun  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  set  forth  in  this  subpart. 

§  430.172  Effluent  iimitaliunts  guidelines 
representing  tlie  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  ibe  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  pracrieuble  eontrul 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EIPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect.  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  Industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  .sliould  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  indivi¬ 
dual  discharger  or  other  interested  per¬ 
son  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional 
Administrator  <or  to  the  State,  if  the 
State  has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES 
permits)  that  factors  relating  to  the 
equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  from  the  factors  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 
fundamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  improved  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  EInvironmental  Protec¬ 
tion  Agency.  The  Administrator  may  ap¬ 
prove  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  Tlie  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  wlflch  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  soiuces 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 


dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximum  day  and  average  of  30  consecu¬ 
tive  days  limitations. 

EflSuent  Umltatioiis 


RfHui'iit  Average  ol  Annual  av«T- 

I'haractpr  daily  values  age  of  daily 

istle  Maximum  for  30  consecu-  values  tor  1  yt 
for  any  live  days  ■‘hall  not 
I  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 

Metric  units  (kilograms  per  l,00t)  kg  ol  pioiinct) 

B01)« . 18.1 . 0.4 . - .  5.3 

TBS . ..  24.05 .  12.05  _  7  1 

pir  _ _ Witliin  the 

range  5.0 
lo  9.0. 

ICnglj.sh  units  (pounds  per  ton  ol  product) 

1)01)5  36.2  . .  18.8 . 10.6 

TBS..  48.1  ..  2.7.0 .  14  2 

pH.  ..  Within  the 

range  5.0 
lo  0.0. 

Subpart  R — Nl  Fine  Papers  Subcategory 

§430.180  Apitlu-ability ;  description  of 
the  N I  line  papers  subcategory. 

The  px’ovisions  of  tliis  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  fine  paper  by  non -inte¬ 
grated  mills. 

§  4.30.181  .SpecialiMMl  dclinilioiis. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart:  »a) 
Except  as  provided  below,  the  general 
definitions,  abbreviations  and  methods  of 
analysis  set  forth  in  40  CPR  Part  401 
shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

<b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  the 
annual  off-the-maohine  production  tin- 
eluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  duiing  that  year.  Pr<xluc- 
tion  shall  be  in  terms  of  off-the-machine 
moisture  content.  Production  shall  be 
deteimined  for  each  mill  based  upon 
past  production  practices,  present  trends, 
or  committed  growth. 

(c)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  ti’eatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger 
unless  its  peimit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above, 
requires  compliance  with  the  effluent  lim¬ 
itations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-continuous  dischargers  and  also  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent 
limitations  for  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 


ment  levels  Uiat  are  representative  ol 
application  of  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  In  lieu  ol 
the  maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con- 
.secutive  day  effluent  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  .subpart. 

§  4>30.182  Efflut'iit  liinitatiunH  guidfliiM^ 
rcpreM'nting-tTie  degree  of  clflueni 
reduction  attainable  by  tbe  applica¬ 
tion  of  tlio  beHt  pract^able  eonlrol 
te<‘hnology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitation.s  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufaettudng  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  t^hnology 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  ha^' 
tlie  authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits) 
that  factors  relating  to  tlie  equipment  or 
facilities  involved,  the  process  applied, 
or  other  such  factors  related  to  such 
discharger  are  fundamentally  different 
from  the  factors  considered  hi  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  tlie  basi.‘^ 
of  such  evidence  or  other  available  infor¬ 
mation,  the  Regional  Administi'ator  (or 
the  State)  will  make  a  wrKiten  finding 
that  such  faetors  are  or  are  not  funda¬ 
mentally  different  for  that  facility  com¬ 
pared  to  those  specified  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document.  If  such  fundamentally 
different  faetors  are  found  to  exist,  the 
Regional  Administrator  or  i^e  State  shall 
establish  for  the  disehai^r  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either  more 
or  less  stringent  than  the  limitations  es¬ 
tablished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated 
by  such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by  Uie 
Administrator  of  the  Environmental  Pi‘0- 
tection  Agency.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  .subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  t^hnology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  pomt  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  average 
limitations,  and  that  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  maxi¬ 
mum  day  and  average  of  30  consecutive 
days  limitations. 
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l'tnii<v:t  Avene*  o(  Anattalav^- 

riifiractor-  Mintmam  daHy  tsIum  ace  ot  dally 
for  any  lor  30 oonaeou-  value*  In’ 1  yr 
1  day  tlve  day*  shall  Dot 
shall  not  emed 

aceeed 


Motrtc  units  (klloeranu  per  1,000  kf  of  prodact) 


BOm . 8,2 _ 4.26 .  2. 4 

T8e . 11,0 . .  6.8 _ _  3.25 

pTt  .  . Within  the 

raniceO.O 
to  8.0. 


KogUsh  units  (jHNinds  per  bm  o(  prodact) 


BODf . 18.4 . 8A -  4  8 

TS8 . 22.0 . 11.8 .  6o 


range  6.0 
to  8X1. 


Subpart  S — Nl  Tissue  Papers  Subcategory 

§  430.190  Applicability;  description  «f 
the  NI  tissue  papers  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subfxart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  tissue  papers  by  non-inte- 
grated  mills. 

§  430.191  Spct'iulized  dcfinitiotsH. 

Pot  tlie  purpose  of  this  subpart.  (a> 
Except  as  provided  below,  the  general 
definitions,  abbreviations  and  methods  of 
analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  401 
shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  tiie 
Annual  oS-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coating  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  that  year.  Pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  in  terms  of  off-the-ma- 
chine  moisture  content.  Production  shall 
be  determined  for  each  mill  based  upon 
past  production  practices,  present  trends, 
or  committed  growth. 

(c)  A  non-cOTitinuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  Is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  reasons 
other  than  treatment  ifiant  upset  con¬ 
trol,  such  periods  being  at  least  24  hours 
in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be  deemed  a 
non-continuous  discharger  unless  its  per¬ 
mit,  in  addition  to  setting  forth  the  pro¬ 
hibition  described  above,  requires  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  effluent  limitations 
established  by  this  subpart  for  non-con¬ 
tinuous  dischargens  and  also  requires 
compliance  with  maximum  day  and  aver¬ 
age  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  Such  maximum  day  and  average  of 
30  consecutive  days  effluent  limitations 
for  non-continuous  dischargers  shall  be 
established  by  the  NPDES  authority  in 
the  form  of  concentrations  which  reflect 
waste  water  treatment  levels  that  are 


available  in  lieu  of  the  maxunum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  day  effluent 
limitations  set  forth  in  this  suboart. 

§  430.192  Effluent  limitation.’^  guideline.- 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
redurtion  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  eontrtd 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EIPA  took  into  ac- 
coimt  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect.  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  tech¬ 
nology  available,  energy  requu'ements 
aivd  costs)  which  can  affect  the  Industry 
subcategorization  and  effluent  levels  es¬ 
tablished.  It  is.  however,  possible  that 
data  which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and.  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  industry.  An  in- 
divddual  discharger  or  other  Interested 
person  may  submit  evridence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if 
the  State  has  the  authority  to  Issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating  to 
tlie  equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  from  the  factors  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factixs  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  string¬ 
ent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 
fundamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  approved  by  the  Ad- 
mlnisti-ator  of  the  Ebxvironmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
!K>lnt  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  average 
limitations,  and  that  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  maxl- 


representative  of  application  of  best  mum  day  and  average  of  30  consecutive 
practicable  control  technology  currently  days  limitations. 


Efflneat  HiiillXlwif 


Kmueiit  Averegeef  Annual  avfv 

ciiaractct-  M^ivimiun  dally  valuea  age  of  daily 
istics  tar  any  tor  30  oonaecu-  ralive  tor  I  yr 
1  day  tlyr  days  abas  not 
shall  not  eicood 

exceed 


Metric  onits  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD5 _  n.4  . 8.25 .  .  S.5 

T8S _ 10.‘25 . 5.0 _  X8'. 

pll _  _  Wlltun  Uie 

range  5.0 
to  9X1. 


English  uivits  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BOPfl . 22.8  12.5..  .  7  0 

TS8 _ 20.5 . 10.0 .  5.T 

pH  .  Withiu  the 

range  5.0 
to  8.0. 


Subpart  T — Nl  Tissue  (FWP)  Subcategory 

§  130.200  Applic^Uity ;  description  of 
the  Nl  tissue  (FWP)  subcategory. 


The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  tissue  paper  from  waste 
paper  by  non-integrated  mills. 


§  430.201  Specialized  doflnilioita. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart  :  (a) 
Except  as  provided  below,  the  general 
definitions,  abbreviations  and  methods 
of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part  401 
shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b>  Production  shall  be  defined  as 
the  annual  off-the-machine  production 
(including  off-the-machine  coating 
where  applicable)  divided  by  the  number 
of  operating  days  during  that  year.  Pro¬ 
duction  shall  be  in  terms  of  off-the- 
machine  moisture  content.  Production 
shall  be  deteimined  for  each  mill  based 
upon  past  production  practices,  present 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  w’hich  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  periods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  shall  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuous  discharger 
unless  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above,  re¬ 
quires  compliaijce  with  the  effluent  limi¬ 
tations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-continuous  dischargers  and  also  re¬ 
quires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations.  Such  maximum  day  and 
average  of  30  consecutive  days  effluent 
limitations  for  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  levels  that  are  representative  of 
application  of  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  in  lieu  of 
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the  maximum  day  and  average  ot  30  con¬ 
secutive  day  e£9uent  limitations  set  fort)) 
In  this  subpart. 

430.202  Effluent  limitations  ^lidelinex 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section.  EPA  took  into  accoimt  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  develop 
and  solicit  with  respect  to  factors  (such 
as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  materials, 
manufacturing  processes,  products  pro¬ 
duced,  treatment  technology  available, 
energy  requirements  and  costs)  which 
can  affect  the  Industry  subcategorization 
and  elBuent  levels  established.  It  is,  how¬ 
ever,  possible  that  data  which  would 
affect  these  limitations  have  not  been 
available  and,  as  a  result,  these  limita¬ 
tions  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  other  interests  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State  has 
the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  permits) 
that  factors  relating  to  the  equipment 
or  facilities  Involved,  the  process  applied, 
or  other  such  factors  related  to  such  dis¬ 
charger  are  fundamentally  different 
from  the  factors  considered  in  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the  basis 
of  such  evidence  or  other  available  in¬ 
formation,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fundamentally  different  for  that  facil¬ 
ity  compared  to  those  specified  in  the 
Development  Document.  If  such  funda¬ 
mentally  different  factors  are  found  to 
exist,  the  Regional  Administrator  or  the 
State  shall  establish  for  the  discharger 
efiBuent  limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit 
either  more  or  less  stringent  than  the 
limitations  established  herein,  to  the 
extent  dictated  by  such  fundamentally 
different  factors.  Such  limitations  must 
be  approved  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency.  The 
Administrator  may  approve  or  di.sap- 
prove  such  limitations,  specify  other 
limitations,  or  initiate  proceedings  to 
revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  subpart  after  application  of  the  best 
practicable  control  t^hnology  currently 
available,  except  that  all  point  sources 
other  than  non-continuous  dischargers 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  annual  aver¬ 
age  limitations,  and  that  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
maximum  day  and  average  of  30  con¬ 
secutive  day.s  limitation.s. 


Bfflaeiit  Umltetkm 


Effluent  Avenge  of  Anniial  ova- 

eliancter-  daily  vahMS  age  of  daily 

Istlcs  Maxlmnm  for  80  eonseeu-  valbw  for  1  yr 
for  any  Uve  daya  obal)  not 
1  day  aball  not  eioeed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  pet  1,000  kg  of  produut) 

BODA 

. 13.7 _ 

...  7.1 .  4.0 

TB8... 

pH.... 

. 17.06.... 

...  9.2 .  6.06 

...  Withintho  ..  . 

range  6.0 
toO.Oi 

Eugliata  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


Arms 

.  27.4 _ 

...  14.2 . 

8.0 

T8B . 

.  34.1 . 

...  18.4 . 

10  1 

pH . 

..Within  the 
range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

Subpart  U — Papergrade  Sulfite  (Drum 
Wash)  Subcategory 


§  430.210  Applicability;  dcM’riplion  of 
the  papergrade  sulliie  (drum  wat>li) 
subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
integrated  production  of  pulp  and  paper 
by  papergrade  sulfite  mills,  using  vacuum 
or  pressure  drums  in  their  pulp  washing 
operations. 

§  4.30.211  .Spc**isdi/,«'d  definiiioiis. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  subpart: 

(a)  Except  as  provided  below,  Uie  gen¬ 
eral  definitions,  abbreviations  and  meth¬ 
ods  of  analysis  set  forth  in  40  CFR  Part 
401  shall  apply  to  this  subpart. 

(b)  Production  shall  be  defined  as  tlie 
annual  off-the-machine  production  (in¬ 
cluding  off-the-machine  coatmg  where 
applicable)  divided  by  the  number  of 
operating  days  during  that  year.  Paper 
production  shall  be  measui’ed  in  the  off- 
the-machine  moisture  content  whereas 
market  pulp  shall  be  mea.sured  in  air- 
dry-tons  (10%  moisture).  Production 
shall  be  determined  for  each  mill  based 
upon  past  production  practices,  present 
trends,  or  committed  growth. 

(c)  Wet  barking  operations  shall  be 
defined  to  Include  hydraulic  barking  op¬ 
erations  and  wet  drum  barking  opera¬ 
tions  which  are  those  drum  barking  w- 
erations  that  use  substantial  quantities 
of  water  in  either  water  sprays  in  the 
barking  drums  or  in  a  partial  submer¬ 
sion  of  the  drums  in  a  “tub”  of  water. 

(d)  A  non-continuous  discharger  is  a 
mill  which  is  prohibited  by  the  NPDES 
authority  from  discharging  pollutants 
during  specific  peilods  of  time  for  rea¬ 
sons  other  than  treatment  plant  upset 
control,  such  periods  being  at  least  24 
hours  in  duration.  A  mill  j^all  not  be 
deemed  a  non-continuou.s  discharger  ;m- 


less  its  permit,  in  addition  to  setting 
forth  the  prohibition  described  above, 
requires  compliance  with  the  efBuent  lim¬ 
itations  established  by  this  subpart  for 
non-fxmtinuous  dischargers  and  also 
requires  compliance  with  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations.  Sudi  maximum  day 
and  average  of  30  consecutive  days  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  for  non-continuous 
dischargers  shall  be  established  by  the 
NPDES  authority  in  the  form  of  concen¬ 
trations  which  reflect  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  levels  that  are  representative  of 
application  of  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available  in  lieu  of 
the  maximum  day  and  average  of  SO  con.- 
secutive  day  efiluent  Ihnltatlons  set  forth 
in  this  subpart. 

(e)  Sulfite  cooking  liquor  shall  be  de¬ 
fined  as  bisulfite  cooking  liquor  when 
the  pH  of  the  liquor  is  between  3.0  and 
6.0  and  as  acid  sulfite  cooking  liquor 
when  the  pH  is  less  than  3.0. 

^  130.212  Effluont  limitations  guideline 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  applira- 
tion  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  accoimt  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  f actor. >- 
<such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw  mate¬ 
rials,  manufacturing  processes,  products: 
produced,  treatment  technology  avail¬ 
able,  energy  requirements  and  costs) 
which  can  affect  the  industry  subcate¬ 
gorization  and  effluent  levels  established. 
It  Ls,  however,  possible  that  data  which 
would  affect  ^ese  limitations  have  not 
been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual  dis¬ 
charger  or  otlier  Interested  person  may 
submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  <or  to  the  Stat-e,  if  the  State 
has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  per¬ 
mits)  that  factors  relating  to  the  equip¬ 
ment  or  facilities  involved,  the  proces.-- 
applied,  or  other  such  factors  related  to 
such  discharger  are  fundamentally  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  factors  considered  in  the 
establishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the 
basis  of  such  evidence  or  other  available 
information,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  ai'e  not  fun¬ 
damentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specified  in  the  .Devel¬ 
opment  Document.  If  such  fundamen- 
t^ly  different  factors  are  found  to  exist, 
the  Regional  Administrator  or  the  State 
shall  establish  for  the  discharger  effluent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  established  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fimdamentally  different 
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factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions.  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

»a>  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  which  may  be  discharged  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  this  subpart  after  application  of  the 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available,  except  that  all  poiirt 
sources  other  than  non-continuous  dis¬ 
chargers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  an¬ 
nual  average  limitations,  and  that  non- 
continuous  dischargers  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  maximum  day  and  average  of 
30  consecutive  days  limitations. 

K  (fluent  limitations 

KIHu.Mit  Average  of  Annual  avor- 

eliaraeter-  <iaily  values  age  of  daily 

islies  Jfaxiniuin  for  30  conseou-  values  (or  1  yr 
for  any  tive  days  sliall  not 
1  day  stiall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  |>er  1,000  kg  of  pifKluet) 


R(*P5 _ 26.7. . .  1.3.0 . .  7.3 

TSS .  43.05  .  2.3.65 .  13.0 

fill  . .  .  Within  the  ...  _ 

range  5.0 
to  0.0. 


Knglish  units  ({rounds  {H'r  Ion  of  product) 


non.; . .53.4  _ 27.R . .  1.5.6 

TSS. .  87.0  .  47.3  .  26.0 

pi  I . Within  the  . . . 

range  5.0 
to  0.0. 


(b)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  from  the  use  of  W'et 
barking  operations,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due  to 
use  of  logs  w'hich  are  subject  to  such  op¬ 
erations. 


Effluent  limitatiuiis 


Average  of  Annual  aver- 
daily  values  age  of  daily 
(or  30  consecti-  values  (or  1  yr 
tive  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


Bon.4 . 3.0S . 1.6 .  a# 

TSS . 7.5 . 3.96 .  2.2 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


b0D5 . *.1 . 3.2 .  1.8 

TS8 . 16.0.......  7.9 .  4.4 

pH . WitUnthe  . 

range  5.0 

‘  to  9.0. 


(c>  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  piarameters,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resulting  frwn  the  use  of  log 
washing  or  chip  washing  operations, 
which  may  be  discharged  by  a  point 
source  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
subpart.  These  limitations  are  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  limitations  set  forth  in  para¬ 
graph  (a>  of  this  section  and  shall  be 
calculated  using  the  proportion  of  the 
mill’s  total  production  due  to  use  of  logs 
and,' or  chips  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 

Effluent  liiuitiitions 

F  fflufiit  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

eliarai‘ter-  daily  valuer  ageofdailj 

i.^tie.-i  .Mavimnni  (or  (tO  cousmx'u-  values  for  1  yr 
(or  an>  tive  days  shall  not 
1  «l:iy  shall  not  exceed 

exe»>cd 


.\lt  trie  unils  (.kilogiains  {kt  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BOD.':  .  0.2  ...  .  0.1 

TSS..  2.5.5...  I.:{.5 _  .  /  0.75 

I'll.  ..  Within  the  .  . 

range  5.0 
to  t'.O. 


English  units  (|H)unds  |>er  tun  of  {trudwl) 


BOD.i _ 0.7.  0.4 _  0.2 

T.3S..  .  .5.1.  2.7 .  t.r. 


pH.  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(d>  The  foilow’ing  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
section,  resiilting  from  the  use  of  log 
flumes  or  log  ponds,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart.  These  limita¬ 
tions  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragrai^  (a)  of  this  section 
and  shall  be  calculated  using  the  pro¬ 
portion  of  the  mill’s  total  production  due 
to  use  of  logs  which  are  subject  to  such 
operations. 


Effluent  limitations  _ ^ 

Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

character-  Maximum  daily  values  age  of  daily 
islies  for  any  for  30 consocu-  values  for  1  yr 
I  day  live  days  shall  not 
shall  not  exceed 

exceed 


Metric  units  (kiltigrams  per  1,000  kg  of  produc  t) 


BODo . 0.7 . .  0.85 . . .  0.2 

TSS . 1.7 . 0.9 . .  0.5 

pH... . Within  the  .  - 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  ({lounds  per  ton  of  product) 


BODJ . 1.4 . 0.7 . .  0.4 

TSS . 3.4 _ 1.8 _  1.0 

pH .  . Within  Jhe 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(e>  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  frewn  the  use  of 
bisulfite  cookhig  liquor  and  barometric 
condensers  (not  including  those  mills 
using  continuous  digesters^ ,  which  may 


be  discha^ed  by  a  point  som-ce  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart.  These 
limitations  are  in  addition  to  the  limita¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  calculated  using  ^e 
prc^rtifHi  of  the  mill’s  total  production 
^bject  to  such  operations. 

Elflucut  Uuiitutious 

Efflufuf  Maximum  Average  of  .\imual  av<-i  ■ 
character-  for  any  daily  values  age  of  dail.c 
isties  1  day  for  3(l  (^u.<ecu-  xidues  (or  1  >  r 

tived.ajs  shall  not 
shall  not  exei'ed 

exceed 


■Metric  units  (kilograms  {h  r  l.lkm  kg  of  |>i«<luel.> 


Bt'D.i  2.7..  ,  1.4.  ...  n.s 

TS3..  4.4,5...  .  2.4.5 

pH.  Within  the 

range  5.9 
to  y.o. 


Eiiglislt  units  ({loimds  {>er  ton  of  product) 


BOD, 5  5.4 . .  2.8 .  1.6 

T9.3  .  16.5  8.9 .  4.9 

{iH.  ..  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


(fi  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  piarameters.  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
acid  sulfite  cooking  liquor  and  surface 
condensers  (not  including  those  mills 
using  continuous  digesters),  which  may 
be  discharged  by  a  point  source  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  subpart.  These 
limitations  are  in  addition  to  the  limita¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section  and  shall  be  calculated  using  tlie 
proportion  of  the  mill’s  total  production 
subject  to  such  operations. 

EfflueuI  limitatU>i\s 


f)fflueid  Average  of  .kmiual  aver- 

charai-ler-  dally  value.<  age  of  dall\ 

isties  .Maxiuium  for  30  coii.wii-  value-s  for  1  \  r 
for  any  live  days  shall  not 
1  day  shall  not  excis-d 

exc«-ed 


Metric  units  (kilograms  |ior  1.000  kg  of  |>roducl) 


BOD5 _ .3.0:5  ...  1.6 _  0." 

pH.  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  ({Xiunds  {n-r  ton  of  {noducl) 


BODS  6.1  .  3.2 _ --  1.8 

pH.  .  Within  the 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 

(g)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  ‘  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
acid  sulfite  cooking  liquor  and  baro¬ 
metric  condensers  (not  including  those 
mills  using  continuous  digesters) ,  w'hich 
may  be  discharged  by  a  point  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  this  subpart. 
These  limitations  are  in  addition  to  the 
limitations  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of 
this  section  and  shall  be  calculated  using 
the  proportion  of  the  mill’s  total  produc¬ 
tion  subject  to  such  operations. 


Effluent 
character¬ 
istic!!  Maximum 
for  any 
1  day 
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ElSui'ut  limitations 


F  film  lit  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

•  haraeter-  dally  values  ago  of  daily 

isi  ies  Maiiiinuiu  lor  30  oonsecu-  values  for  1  yr 
for  any  tlve  days  shall  noi 
1  day  shall  not  exeeed 

escoed 


M'  tiic  units  (kilograms  per  1,(K)0  kg  of  produi  t) 


rs.-j _ 

I'M. 

.  .5.8 . 

..  8.2.5 _ 

3.0 . . . 

...  4.45 _ 

..  Within  the 
range  6.0 
to  9.0. 

l.T 

2.45 

English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 

..  11.6 _ 

...  6.0 _ _ 

3.4 

TSS.. 

..  Hi..5 _ 

...  8.9 . 

4.9 

fM. 

.  .  Within  the  ... 

range  5.0 

to  9.0. 

<h)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  parameters,  controlled  by 
this  section,  resulting  from  the  use  of 
continuous  digesters,  which  may  be  dis¬ 
charged  by  a  point  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart,  liiese  limi¬ 
tations  are  in  addition  to  the  limitations 
set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  and  shall  be  calculated  using  the 
proportion  of  the  mill’s  total  production 
subject  to  such  operations. 


Effluent  limitations 

Effluent  Average  of  Annual  aver- 

eharacter-  dally  values  age  of  dally 

isties  Maximum  for  30  oonsecu-  values  fwlyr 
for  any  five  days  shaB  not 
1  day  shall  not  exceed 

exceed 

Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 


BODfi . 11.45 . 5.05 .  A 15 

T8S . 9.S . 5.8 .  XI 

plf .  Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


English  units  (pounds  per  ton  of  prodnet) 

BOD5 . 22.9 . 11.9 .  XT 

TBS . 19.0 . 10.6 .  XI 

pH . Within  the  . 

range  5.0 
to  9.0. 


Appendix  A 
Legal  Authoritt 

Section  301(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
achievement  by  not  later  than  July  1,  1077, 
of  effluent  limitations  tor  point  sources, 
other  than  publicly  owned  treatment  wtnrks, 
which  require  the  ai^lication  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  as  defined  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  section  304(b)  of  the  Act. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
Administrator  to  publish  regulations  provid¬ 
ing  guidelines  for  effluent  limitations  setting 
forth  the  de«ee  of  effluent  reduction  attain¬ 
able  through  the  triplication  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available. 

Appendix  B 

Technical  Sumuart  and  Basis  for 
Regulations 

For  the  purpoae  of  identifying  the  best 
practicable  otmtmM  technology  currently 


available  and  in  order  to  establish  effluent 
limitations,  the  bleached  kraft,  groundwood, 
sulfite,  soda,  delnk  and  non-lntegrated  paper 
mills  segment  of  the  pulp,  paper  and  paper- 
board  manufacturing  industry  category  was 
divided  into  sixteen  discrete  subcategories, 
primarily  based  on  a  consideration  of  the 
raw  materials  utilized,  production  processes 
employed,  products  produced,  size  and  age  of 
mills,  waste  water  characteristics  and  treat- 
ability,  geographical  location,  and  costs  and 
economic  factors  as  outlined  in  the  report 
entitled,  “Development  Document  for  Final 
Rulemaking  for  the  Bleached  Kraft,  Ground- 
wood,  Sulfite,  Soda,  Deink  and  Non- 
lntegrated  Paper  Mills  Segment  of  the  Pulp, 
Paper,  and  P^erboard  Point  Source_^Cate- 
gory”.  The  definitions  of  the  subcategOTies  in 
the  preamble  to  the  Interim  final  regulations 
have  been  revised  and  are  given  below. 

(1)  Subpart  F — Dissolving  Kraft  Subcate¬ 
gory.  This  subcategory  includes  mills  which 
produce  a  highly  bleached  pulp  by  a  “full 
cook”  process,  utilizing  a  highly  alkaline 
sodium  hydroxide  and  sodium  sulfide  cook¬ 
ing  liquor.  Included  in  the  manufacturing 
process  is  a  “pre-cook”  operation  termed  pre¬ 
hydrolysis.  The  principal  product  made  by 
this  process  is  a  highly  bleached  and  puri¬ 
fied  dissolving  pulp  used  principally  for  the 
manufacture  of  rayon  and  other  products  re¬ 
quiring  the  virtual  absence  of  lignin  and  a 
very  high  alpha  cellulose  content. 

(2)  Subps^  O — ^Market  Bleached  Kraft 
Subcategory.  This  subcategcsry  Includes  mills 
which  produce  a  bleached  pulp  by  a  “full 
cook”  process  utilizing  a  highly  alkaline  so¬ 
dium  hydroxide  and  sodium  sulfide  cooking 
liqum*.  The  product  made  by  this  process  is 
papergrade  market  pulp. 

(3)  Subpart  H — ^BCT  Bleached  Kraft  Sub- 
cate^ry.  This  subcategory  includeB  the  inte¬ 
grated  production  of  bleached  kraft  pulp  and 
paper.  Integrated  producticm  is  considered  to 
be  pulp  and  paper  manufacturing  operations 
where  all  or  part  of  the  manufactured  pulp 
is  processed  into  paper  at  common  ot  adja¬ 
cent  sites.  The  bleached  kraft  pulp  is  pro¬ 
duced  In  a  “full  cook”  process  utilizing  a 
highly  alkaline  sodium  hydroxide  and  sodium 
sulfide  cooking  liquor.  The  principal  i»od- 
uets  include  ptqiMrboard  (B),  coarse  papers 
(C),  tissue  papers  (T) ,  and  market  pulp. 

(4)  Subpart  I — Fine  Bleached  Kraft  Sub¬ 
category.  This  subcategory  includes  the  inte¬ 
grated  production  of  bleached  kraft  pulp 
and  paper.  Integrated  production  is  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  pulp  and  paper  manufacturing 
operations  where  all  or  part  ot  the  manu¬ 
factured  pulp  is  processed  into  paper  at  com¬ 
mon  or  adjacent  sites.  The  bleached  kraft 
pulp  is  produced  in  a  “full  cook”  process 
utilizing  a  highly  alkaline  sodium  hydroxide 
and  sodium  sulfite  cooking  liquor.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  products  are  fine  papers,  which  Include 
business,  writing,  and  printing  papers,  and 
market  pulp. 

(5)  Subpart  J — Papergrade  Sulfite  (Blow 
Pit  Wash)  Subcategory.  This  subcategory  in¬ 
cludes  integrated  production  of  sulfite  pulp 
and  paper.  The  sulfite  pulp  is  produced  in  a 
“full  cook”  process  using  an  acidic  cooking 
liquor  of  sulfites  of  calcium,  magnesium, 
ammonia,  or  sodium.  Following  the  cooking 
operations,  the  spent  cooking  liquor  is  s^- 
arated  from  the  pulp  in  the  blow  pits.  The 
principal  products  made  by  this  process  are 
tissue  papers,  newspapers,  fine  papers,  and 
market  pulp. 

(6)  Subpart  K — Dissolving  Sulfite  Pulp 
Subcategory.  This  subcategory  includes  mills 
which  produce  a  highly  bleached  and  puri¬ 
fied  pulp  from  softwoods  by  a  “full  cook** 
process  using  strong  solutions  of  sulfites  of 
calcium,  magnesium,  ammonia,  or  sodium. 
The  pulps  produced  by  this  process  are  vis¬ 
cose.  nitration,  cellophane,  or  acetate  grades 


and  are  used  principally  for  the  manufacture 
of  rayon  and  other  products  that  require 
the  virtual  absence  of  lignin. 

(7)  Subpart  L — Groundwood — Chemi- 
Klechanlcal  Subcategory.  This  subcategory 
includes  the  integrated  production  of  chemi- 
mechanical  groundwood  pulp  and  paper.  The 
chemi-mechanical  groundwood  pulp  is  pro¬ 
duced  utilizing  a  chemical  cooking  liquor  to 
partially  cook  the  wood  followed  by  mechan¬ 
ical  defibration  by  refining  with  or  with¬ 
out  brightening,  resulting  in  yields  of  90 
or  greater.  The  principal  products  Include 
fine  papers,  newsprint,  and  molded  fiber 
products. 

(8)  Subpart  M — Groundwood — Thermo- 
Mechanical  Subcategory.  This  subcategory 
Includes  the  production  of  thermo-mechan¬ 
ical  groundwood  pulp  and  pcqier.  The 
thermo-mechanical  groundwood  is  produced 
by  a  brief  cook  utilizing  steam,  with  or  with¬ 
out  the  addition  of  cooking  chemicals  such 
as  sodium  sulfite,  followed  by  mechanical  de¬ 
fibration  by  refiners  which  are  frequently 
under  pressure  with  or  without  brightening, 
and  resulting  in  yields  of  approximately  95  'T 
or  greeter.  The  principal  products  of  this 
process  are  market  pulp,  fine  papers,  news¬ 
print,  and  tissue  papers. 

(9)  Subpart  N-^roundwood — CMN  Pa¬ 
pers  Subcategory.  This  subcategory  Includes 
the  integrated  production  of  groundwood 
pulp  and  paper.  The  groundwood  pulp  is  pro¬ 
duced,  with  or  without  brightening,  utilizing 
only  mechanical  defibration  by  either  stone 
grinders  or  refiners.  The  principal  products 
made  by  this  process  include  coarse  papers 
(C),  molded  fiber  products  (M),  and  news¬ 
print  (N). 

(10)  Subpart  O — Groundwood — Pine  Pa¬ 
pers  Subcategory.  This  subcategwy  Includes 
the  integrate  production  of  groundwood 
pulp  and  paper.  The  groundwood  pulp  is  pro¬ 
duced,  with  or  without  brightening,  utilizing 
only  mechanical  defibration  by  either  stone 
grinders  or  refiners.  The  principal  products 
are  fine  papers  which  include  business,  writ¬ 
ing,  and  printing  papers. 

(11)  Subpart  P — Soda  Subcategory.  This 
subcategory  includes  the  integrated  produc¬ 
tion  of  bleached  soda  pulp  and  paper.  The 
bleached  soda  pulp  is  produced  by  a  “full 
cook"  process  utilizing  a  highly  alkaline  so¬ 
dium  hydroxide  cooking  liquor.  The  princi¬ 
pal  products  are  fine  papers,  which  include 
printing,  writing,  and  business  papers,  and 
market  pulp. 

(12)  Subpart  Q — ^Deink  Subcategory.  This 
subcategory  includes  the  integrated  produc¬ 
tion  ot  deinked  pulii  and  paper.  The  deinked 
pulp  is  usually  brightened  or  bleached  from 
v'aste  papers  in  which  an  alkaline  treatment 
is  utilized  to  remove  contaminants  such  as 
ink  and  coating  pigments.  The  principal 
products  include  printing,  writing  and  busi¬ 
ness  papers,  tissue  piqiers,  and  newsprint. 

(13)  Subpart  R — NI  Fine  Papers  Subcate¬ 
gory.  This  subcategory  Includes  non-inte- 
grated(NI)  mills  which  produce  fine  papers 
from  wood  pulp  or  deinked  pulp  prepared  at 
another  site.  The  principal  products  of  this 
process  are  printing,  writing,  business,  and 
technical  papers. 

(14)  Sul^art  S — NI  Tissue  Piqiers  Sub¬ 
category.  This  subcategory  includes  non- 
integrated(NI)  mills  which  produce  tissue 
piqiers  from  wood  pulp  or  deinked  pulp  pre¬ 
pared  at  another  site.  The  prinoipca  fsroducts 
of  this  process  include  facial  and  toilet  pa¬ 
pers.  glassine,  paper  dlap«a,  and  piqier 
towels. 

(15)  Subpart  T — ^N1  Tissue  (FWP)  Sub¬ 
category.  ‘  This  subcategory  Includes  non- 
integrated(NI)  mills  whloli  produce  tissue 
papers  from  waste  papees  (FWP)  without  de- 
inking.  The  prlnc^Md  products  made  by  this 
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process  include  facial  and  toilet  paper-,  glas- 
sine.  paper  diapers,  and  paper  towels. 

tl6)  Subpart  U — Papergrade  Sulfite  (Drum 
Wash)  Subcategory.  This  subcategory  in¬ 
cludes  integrated  production  of  sulfite  pulp 
and  paper.  The  sulfite  pulp  is  produced  in  a 
■  full  cook”  process  using  an  acidic  cooking 
liquor  of  sulfites  of  calcium,  magnesium,  am¬ 
monia.  or  sodium.  Following  the  cooking  op¬ 
erations,  the  spent  cooking  liquor  is  washed 
from  the  pulp  on  vacuum  or  pressure  drums. 
Also  included  are  mills  using  belt  extraction 
systems  for  pulp  washing.  The  principal 
products  made  from  pulp  manufactured  by 
this  process  are  tissue  papers,  fine  papers, 
newspapers,  and  market  pulp. 

Appendix  C 

SuMM.^RY  OF  Public  Participation 

Prior  to  this  publication,  many  agencies 
and  groups  were  consulted  and  given  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  particiapte  in  the  development 
of  effluent  limitations  and  standards  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  pulp,  p^er,  and  paperboard 
category.  An  initial  draft  of  the  Development 
Document  was  sent  to  all  participants  and 
comments  were  solicited  on  that  report. 
These  comments  were  reviewed  with  a  result 
that  numerous  significant  changes  were 
made.  A  second  draft  of  the  Development 
Document  entitled  “Development  Document 
for  Advanced  Notice  of  Proposed  or  Promul¬ 
gated  Rule  Making  for  Effluent  Limitations 
Guidelines  and  New  Source  Performance 
Standards  for  the  Bleached  Kraft,  Ground- 
wood.  Sulfite,  Soda,  Deink,  and  Non-Inte- 
grated  Paper  Mills  Segment  of  the  Pulp. 
Paper,  and  Paperboard  Mills  Point  Source 
Category  "  (August  1975)  was  also  distributed 
for  comments.  The  Advance  Notice  of  Pro¬ 
posed  or  Promulgated  Rulemaking  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  on  Septem¬ 
ber  5,  1975.  The  Agency  published  the  Ad¬ 
vance  Notice  rather  than  propose  the  regula¬ 
tions  in  order  to  meet  the  court  imposed 
deadline  of  January  30,  1976,  to  allow  the 
maximum  possible  participation  of  inter¬ 
ested  parties  prior  to  promulgation  of  the 
effluent  limitations  as  interim  final.  The  In¬ 
terim  Final  Regulations  were  published  hi 
the  Federal  Register  on  February  19,  1976, 
and  the  Development  Document  entitled 
"Development  Document  for  Interim  Final 
and  Proposed  Effluent  Limitations  Guidelines 
and  New  Source  Performance  Standards  for 
the  Bleached  Kraft,  Groundwood,  Sulfite, 
Soda.  Deink,  and  Non-int«grated  Paper  Mills 
Segment  of  the  Pulp,  Paper,  and  Paperboard 
Point  Source  Category”  was  distributed  to 
all  interested  parties  following  the  Federal 
Register  notice  and  comments  were  solicited. 
A  substantial  numt^r  of  comments  were  re¬ 
ceived,  some  of  which  provided  new  informa¬ 
tion  and  data.  Review  of  the  comments  and 
analysis  of  the  submitted  information  along 
with  the  existing  data  base  pointed  out  a 
number  of  areas  in  which  revisions  to  the 
regulations  were  warranted.  As  a  result,  the 
final  regulations  as  set  forth  contain  a  num¬ 
ber  of  significant  changes  from  the  interim 
final  regulations. 

Tlie  following  are  the  principal  agencies 
and  groups  consulted:  (1)  Effluent  Stand¬ 
ards  and  Water  Quality  Information  Advi¬ 
sory  Committee  (established  under  section 
515  of  the  Act):  (2)  all  State  and  U.S.  Ter¬ 
ritory  Pollution  Control  Agencies;  (3)  other 
public  agencies,  interest  groups,  and  asso¬ 
ciations;  (4)  UB.  Department  of  the  Inte¬ 
rior;  (5)  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare:  (6)  Environmental  De¬ 
fense  Fund,  Inc.;  (7)  Natural  Resources  De¬ 
fense  Council;  (8)  Water  Pollution  Control 
Federation;  (9)  National  Wildlife  Federa¬ 
tion;  (10)  D.S.  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion;  (11)  Tennessee  Vadley  Authority;  (12) 
U  S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  De¬ 
velopment;  (13)  U.S.  Department  of  Agri¬ 


culture;  (14)  U.S.  Nuclear  RegulatOTy  Com¬ 
mission;  (15)  UB.  Department  of  Defense; 
(16)  U.S.  Internal  Revenue  Service;  (17)  U.S. 
Federal  Power  Commission:  (18)  National 
Commission  on  Water  Quality;  (19)  U.S. 
Federal  Energy  Administration;  (20)  Water 
Resources  Council;  (21)  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  and  Budget;  (22)  Council  on  Environ¬ 
mental  Quality;  (23)  U.S.  Department  of 
Treasury:  (24)  National  Council  for  Air  and 
Stream  Improvement,  Inc.,  Technical  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  the  Pulp  and  Paper  Industry:  (25) 
American  Paper  Institute:  (26)  The  Ameri¬ 
can  Society  of  Mechanical  Engineers;  (27) 
Businessman  for  the  Public  Interest;  (28) 
The  American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers;  and 
(29)  the  Izaak  Walton  League. 

The  following  responded  with  comments 
on  the  Notice  of  Interim  Pinal  Rulemaking: 
St.  Regis  Paper  Co.;  State  of  Texas;  Union 
Camp  Corporation;  Council  on  Wage  and 
Price  Stability;  P.  H.  Gladfelter  Co.;  Scott 
Paper  Co.;  State  of  Wisconsin;  Northwest 
Pulp  and  Paper  Assn.;  Hammer  mill  Paper 
Co.;  Alaska  'Lumber  and  Pulp  Co.;  Crown 
Zellerbach  Corp.;  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior;  U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Educa¬ 
tion,  and  Welfare;  National  Council  of  the 
Paper  Industry  for  Air  and  Stream  Improve¬ 
ment,  Inc.;  Mead  Corp.;  State  of  Minnesota; 
Kimberly-Clark  Corp.;  American  Can  Co.; 
Fibreboard  Corp.;  Louisiana-Pacific  Corp.; 
Weyerhaeuser  Co.:  Nekoosa  Papers  Corp.;  In¬ 
ternational  Paper  Co.;  The  Buckeye  Cellulose 
Corp.;  Georgia-Pacific  Corp.;  Ketchikan  Pulp 
Co.;  American  Paper  Institute:  The  Procter 
and  Gamble  Co.;  and  Boise-Cascade  Corp. 

The  primary  issues  raised  in  the  com¬ 
ments  on  the  interim  final  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  and  the  treatment  of  these  issues 
herein  are  as  follows: 

1.  Several  comments  were  received  that 
stated  that  the  low  alpha  dissolving  pulp 
subcategory  should  be  further  divided  to  take 
into  account  the  differences  in  raw  waste  load 
resulting  from  the  production  of  the  dif¬ 
ferent  grades  of  pulp  (nitration,  viscose,  and 
cellophane)  produced  by  mills  within  the 
subcategory.  Data  were  submitted  showing 
raw  waste  BODS  loads  associated  with  the 
production  of  each  grade. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  examined  the 
submitted  data  and  has  determined  that 
significant  differences  in  raw  waste  loads  re¬ 
sult  from  the  production  of  the  different 
grades  of  dissolving  sulfite  pulp.  Previous 
analyses  had  shown  significant  differences  in 
raw  waste  loads  resulting  from  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  high  alpha  (acetate)  grades  arid  low 
alpha  (nitration,  viscose,  and  cellophane) 
grades  and,  therefore,  two  subcategories  were 
established.  Additional  information  and  data 
have  shown  that  it  Is  more  appropriate  to 
establish  one  subcategory  for  all  dissolving 
sulfite  pulp  mills  and  provide  four  specific 
allowances  within  the  one  subcategory  de¬ 
pending  upon  the  grade  of  pulp:  nitration, 
viscose,  cellophane,  and, acetate. 

2.  One  conunenter  objected  to  the  Agency’s 
determination  that  spent  sulfite  liquor  (SSL) 
recovery  and  biological  treatment  represents 
BPCTCA  for  the  dissolving  sulfite  subcate¬ 
gories.  The  commenter  stated  that  only  one 
mill  had  both  SSL  recovery  and  biological 
treatment  when  the  Federal  Water  Pollution 
Control  Act  was  passed  in  1972. 

In  1972,  five  of  the  six  dissolving  sulfite 
mills  had  SSL  recovery  systems  and  one  of 
these  mills  had  a  biological  treatment  sys¬ 
tem.  In  addition,  prior  to  finalizing  this  regu¬ 
lation.  the  Agency  has  found  that  all  six  dis¬ 
solving  sulfite  mills  had  SSL  recovery,  two  of 
the  mills  had  biological  treatment  systems  in 
place,  two  mills  were  installing  biological 
treatment  systems,  and  the  other  two  mills 
had  accepted  NPDES  permits  which  required 
effluent  levels  that  were  reflective  of  applica¬ 
tion  of  biological  treatment  systems.  The 
Agency  therefore  properly  determined  that 


BPCTCA  for  dissol.iiig  sulfite  mills  includes 
both  SSL  recovery  and  biological  treatment. 

3.  A  number  of  commenters  objected  to 
the  methodology  used  In  determining  the 
effluent  limitations  for  the  papergrade  and 
dissolving  sulfite  subcategories.  Tlie  objec¬ 
tions  included:  (a)  direct  use  of  pilot  plant 
data  on  an  equal  basis  with  full  scale  data 
without  adjustment  for  the  controlled  char¬ 
acteristics  of  pilot  plant  operations,  (b)  use 
of  activated  sludge  treatment  system  data 
in  the  analysis,  and  (c)  use  of  data  from 
both  papergrade  and  dissolving  sulfite  mills 
in  the  same  data  analysis.  One  commenter 
stated  that  drawing  any  conclusions  u.sing 
the  number  of  sulfite  mills  included  in  the 
analysis  is  questionable  both  on  statistical 
and  practical  grounds.  The  commenter  rec¬ 
ommended  setting  effluent  limitations  on 
mill-by-mill  basis  as  an  alternative  or  de¬ 
laying  establishment  of  effluent  limitations 
until  moVe  full  scale  biological  treatment 
data  are  available. 

Because  of  the  limited  application  of  frill 
scale  biological  treatment  systems  at  paper- 
grade  and  dissolving  sulfite  mills,  the  Agency 
has  developed  the  effluent  limitations  for 
these  mills  based  upon  both  full  scale  sys¬ 
tems  as  well  as  pilot  plant  operations  at  sul¬ 
fite  mills.  Pour  sulfite  mills  presently  have 
biological  treatment  facilities  but  one  of 
these  systems  was  determined  not  to  be 
representative  of  BPCTCA.  A  number  of  sul¬ 
fite  mills  have  recently  operated  pilot  plant 
biological  treatment  systems  prior  to  in¬ 
stallation  of  full-scale  facilities.  In  order  to 
achieve  maximum  representation,  the  data 
from  these  mills  were  included  in  the  anal¬ 
yses  u^d  for  establishing  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  Additional  data  from  full  scale  and 
pilot  plant  treatment  sj’stems  at  sulfite  mills 
were  submitted  and  have  been  included  in 
reanalyzing  the  available  data. 

The  Agency  agrees  that  pilot  plants  are 
sometimes  operated  under  certain  controls 
in  order  to  determine  how  effective  the  treat¬ 
ment  system  is  hi  reducing  the  raw  waste 
load.  However,  in  scale-up  to  a  full  sized  sys¬ 
tem,  conservative  design  considerations  are 
generally  included  in  sizing  the  pieces  of 
equipment  in  order  to  assure  achievement 
of  a  specific  effluent  quality.  This  has  been 
demonstrated  by  mill  512.  Pilot  plant  data 
from  mill  512  were  used  in  the  data  analysis. 
Mill  512  is  now  designing  a  full  scale  system 
based  upon  its  pilot  plant  operations  to 
achieve  effluent  qualities  equal  to  or  better 
than  those  achieved  by  the  pilot  plant.  Thus, 
the  Agency  believes  that  the  use  of  pilot 
plant  data  along  with  full  scale  data  Is  en¬ 
tirely  proper. 

The  effluent  limitations  are  based  upon 
both  activated  sludge  systems  (AS)  and 
aerated  stabilization  basins  (ASB).  Either  of 
these  systems  is  capable  of  achieving  the 
effluent  limitations  and  exclusion  of  acti¬ 
vated  sludge  systems  would  therefore  be  in¬ 
appropriate.  Commenters  contend  that  acti¬ 
vated  sludge  systems  can  achieve  better 
effluent  qualities  on  an  annual  basis  than 
aerated  stabilization  basins  with  standard 
designs.  However,  the  commenters  have  also 
stated  that  activated  sludge  systems  have 
higher  effluent  variabilities  than  aerated 
stabilization  basins.  Hie  statistical  reliability 
of  each  of  the  systems  was  examined  and 
mtutimum  30  consecutive  days  and  maximum 
day  effluent  limitations  have  been  established 
which  can  be  achieved  by  either  system. 
Ftirthermore,  examination  of  treatment  sys¬ 
tems  in  use  by  mills  in  other  subcategories 
which  have  extensive  experience  with  bio¬ 
logical  treatment  performance  shows  that  in 
many  cases  aerated  stabilization  basins  are 
achieving  better  quality  effluents  than  acti¬ 
vated  sludge  systems.  The  contention  that 
activated  sludge  systems  cost  more  than 
aerated  stabilization  basins  was  considered 
in  the  economic  Impact  analysis.  In  gen- 
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eral,  it  was  determined  that  mills  can  install 
activated  sludge  treatment  systems  and 
Tinft.tTitJi.tn  a  competitive  profitability  leveL 

The  Agency  has  determined  that  the  use 
of  both  papergrade  sulfite  and  dissolving 
sulfite  data  in  the  data  analysis  is  fully  Jus¬ 
tified  and  appropriate.  Treatability  of  the 
waste  waters  are  similar  even  though  dis¬ 
solving  sulfite  mills  have  higher  raw  waste 
loftds.  This  would  be  expected  since  the 
manufacturing  t^teratlons  are  similar  In 
that  similar  raw  materials  and  cooking  and 
bleaching  liquors  are  used.  As  an  example. 
min  401  produces  both  papergrade  and  dis¬ 
solving  sulfite  pulp  at  separate  times  by 
changing  operating  conditions.  The  mill 
treats  the  raw  waste  waters  generated  dur¬ 
ing  the  production  of  either  papergrade  pulp 
or  dissolving  grade  pulp  in  the  same  biolog¬ 
ical  treatment  system  to  comparable  effluent 
quality. 

The  existing  data  base  includes  informa¬ 
tion  and  data  from  every  sulfite  mill  in  the 
country  along  with  data  from  a  number  of 
foreign  mills.  Included  in  the  data  base 
therefore  is  Information  and  data  concern¬ 
ing  the  effects  of  such  factors  as  different 
treatment  technologies,  different  chemical 
bases,  wood  species,  and  ages  and  sizes  of 
mills.  Thorough  examination  of  the  avail¬ 
able  information  and  statistical  analyses 
have  shown  that  it  is  appropriate  and  tech¬ 
nically  practicable  to  establish  effluent  lim¬ 
itations  from  the  existing  data  base, 

4.  Two  comraenters  expressed  concern  that 
the  Agency  has  not  given  sufflcient  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  adverse  effects  of  sludge  incin¬ 
eration,  including  air  emissions  and  con¬ 
sumption  of  fuel  oil. 

Ihe  discussion  in  Section  Vin  of  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document  on  non-water  quality 
impacts  has  been  expanded  to  Include  the 
potential  ImpMts  of  sludge  incineration  on 
air  emissions  and  consumption  of  fuel  oiL 
Ihe  potential  Impacts  are  not  considered 
to  be  significant  because  air  pollution  con¬ 
trol  technologies  are  available.  The  Agency 
has  determined  that  very  few  mills.  If  any 
at  all,  will  Install  sludge  Incinerators. 

5.  One  commenter  contended  that  the 
costs  presented  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  were  low  and  therefore,  the  economic 
Impact  was  understated.  The  commenter 
was  concerned  that  the  costs  of  sludge  in¬ 
cineration  were  not  included  and  he  ques¬ 
tioned  several  of  the  basic  de^gn  parameters 
used  in  the  cost  esthnates  Including  deten¬ 
tion  times  and  aeration  capacities. 

The  Agency  has  examined  the  specific  de¬ 
sign  variables  pointed  out  in  the  comments 
and  has  evaluated  the  costs  of  Sludge  in¬ 
cineration.  Several  cost  figures  were  revised 
and  these  are  presented  in  the  Development 
Document  in  addition  to  the  costs  of  sludge 
incineration  which  are  displayed  separately. 
After  consideration  of  the  costs  of  sludge 
incineration,  it  has  been  determined  that 
the  differences  In  costs  cause  no  significant 
differences  In  the  results  of  the  economic 
Impact  analysis. 

6.  Several  commenters  objected  to  the 
Agency’s  consideration  of  costs  and  effluent 
reduction  benefits.  Ihe  commenters  felt 
that  the  Agency  should  examine  the  cost 
versus  the  benefits  of  alternative  treatment 
systems,  and  one  of  the  commenters  stated 
that  the  Agency  should  do  this  for  every 
mill  In  one  of  the  subcategories.  Examples 
were  provided  for  two  dissolving  sulfite  mills 
showing  costs  and  effluent  reductions  asso¬ 
ciated  with  various  levels  of  treatment.  One 
of  these  showed  the  costs  of  five  treatment 
alternatives  (four  of  the  five  are  considered 
to  be  less  tlmn  full  treatment  of  the  mill 
waste  waters)  and  the  percent  BOD  removals 
associated  with  each  treatment  alternative. 

Included  in  Section  IX  of  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document  are  total  costs  of  treatment 
versus  total  effluent  reduction  benefits.  The 
discussion  has  also  been  expanded  to  Include 


the  costs  of  treatment  versus  the  ^uent 
reductim  benefits  for  model  mills  within 
each  subcategory.  Development  of  treatment 
altwnattves  for  Indtvldnal  mills  wtthln  each 
subcategory  Is  beyond  the  scope  at  what 
Congress  Intended  the  Administrator  to  do 
In  setting  national  effluent  limitations. 

7.  A  few  cmnmenters  Indicated  that  the 
Agency  had  not  adequately  considered  non¬ 
water  quality  environmental  impacts  and 
had  Ignored  Indirect  non-water  quality  en¬ 
vironmental  Impacts. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  considered  all 
direct  non-water  quality  environmental  im¬ 
pacts  of  the  effluent  limitations.  Such  im¬ 
pacts  were  determined  to  be  Insignificant 
and  the  discussion  in  Section  vm  of  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document  has  been  expanded  to 
more  adequately  explain  this  determination. 
The  indirect  Impacts  which  the  commenters 
suggested  that  the  Agency  examine  Include 
such  items  as  impacts  on  energy  consump¬ 
tion,  air  pollution,  and  solid  waste  generation 
resulting  from  such  things  as  the  production 
and  transportation  to  the  mill  site  of  nu¬ 
trients  for  use  in  biological  treatment.  The 
commenters  did  not  provide  any  information 
or  data  that  showed  significant  impacts. 
Evaluation  of  available  information  and  data 
does  not  indicate  any  significant  indirect 
impacts. 

8.  One  of  the  primary  concerns  expressed 
by  a  number  of  commenters  was  the  Agency’s 
approach  to  consideration  of  effluent  vari¬ 
ability.  The  commenters  stated  that  the 
Agency  should  provide  some  allowance  for 
excursions  which  are  beyond  the  control  of 
the  manufacturer,  such  as  extended  produc¬ 
tion  shutdowns,  catastrophic  'breakdowns, 
and  labor  interruptions.  The  commenters 
suggested  that  if  no  allowances  for  these 
t3q>es  of  excursions  are  provided  then  the 
effluent  limitations  should  be  Increased  sub¬ 
stantially  to  provide  some  factor  of  safety 
from  enforcement  action  by  the  NPDES  au¬ 
thority  for  events  beyond  the  manufacturer’s 
control.  The  commenters  suggested  that  bas¬ 
ing  the  effluent  limitations  on  99.9  percent 
confidence  rather  than  99  percent  confidence 
would  be  one  method  of  making  the  effluent 
limitations  less  stringent  to  take  this  into 
account. 

Data  were  analyzed  from  numerous  pulp 
and  paper  mills  in  establishing  variability 
factors  to  be  utilized  in  determining  the 
effluent  limitations.  The  Agency  included  all 
available  mill  data  in  establishing  the 
99  percent  confidence  level  for  each  mill, 
and  the  data  analysis  did  not  exclude  any 
data  due  to  such  things  as  production  shut¬ 
downs  or  breakdowns  (See  section  VII  of  the 
Development  Document) .  ’The  use  of  99  per¬ 
cent  confidence  should  not  be  misinterpreted 
as  meaning  that  mills  will  exceed  the  limita¬ 
tions  approximately  4  times  per  year,  or  that 
these  excursions  will  be  due  to  uncontrollable 
factors  such  as  shutdowns,  breakdowns,  and 
labor  interruptions.  'While  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  variability  factors  did  involve 
the  99  percent  confidence  level  for  mills 
properly  operating  treatment  facilities 
representative  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available,  the 
variability  factors  were  not  determined  by 
averaging  the  99  percent  confidence  levels 
for  all  such  mills.  Instead,  the  variability 
factors  were  based  upon  those  mills  exhibit¬ 
ing  the  highest  variabilities  within  this  group 
(i.e.,  the  marginal  mills) .  For  mills  achieving 
levels  better  than  the  marginal  mills,  the 
variability  factmrs  actually  represent  better 
than  99  percent  confidence  and  for  a  number 
of  mills  better  than  99.9  percent  confidence. 
Detailed  examination  of  mills  with  BODS 
variability  near  the  determined  variability 
factq^  generally  disclosed  that  treatment 
system  operations  or  treatment  system 
modifications  have  resulted  in  greater  varia¬ 
bility  than  would  be  exhibited  by  more 


properly  operated  treatment  systems.  The 
variability  factors  used  in  det«rminlng  the 
effluent  limitations  allow  for  a  daily  maxi¬ 
mum  discharge  of  approximately  three  and 
one  half  times  the  pollutants  discharged  over 
the  long  term  daily  average.  The  Agency  toL- 
pects  that  the  performance  of  the  worst  cases 
will  be  Improved  by  pr<^r  contrcfis  and  that 
the  effluent  limitations  can  be  achieved  by 
properly  operated  and  maintained  plants. 
Modification  of  the  regulations  to  allow  for 
excursions  above  the  effluent  limitations 
which  have  resulted  from  docximented  im¬ 
proper  treatment  system  operations  wordd 
be  counter  to  the  goals  set  forth  by  Congress 
to  establish  effluent  limitations  based  upon 
the  best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available. 

9.  One  commenter  was  concerned  that 
clarifier  sludge  generated  in  the  treaftment  of 
raw  Intake  water  was  not  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  effluent  limitations. 

This  source  of  waste  water  was  not  spe¬ 
cifically  addressed  in  the  evaluation  of  data 
from  the  mills  considered  in  determining  the 
effluent  limitations.  However,  a  number  ofy 
mills  that  discharge  the  raw  water  treatment 
sludge  to  the  process  waste  water  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  were  Included  in  the  data 
analyses  that  detmmined  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  The  Agency  believes  that  clarifier  un¬ 
derflow  from  treatment  of  Intake  abater 
should  be  treated  prior  to  discharge  and  may 
be  addressed  in  the  NPDES  permit. 

10.  One  comment  was  received  that  stated 
that  there  was  no  recognition  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document  of  the  greater  BOD  raw 
waste  loads  resulting  from  a  typicfd  ammonia 
base  dissolving  sulfite  mill  over  a  magnesium 
base  mill.  The  commenter  stated  that  the 
higher  waste  load  was  a  result  of  the  inability 
of  the  ammonia  base  mill  to  economically 
neutralize  the  spent  sulfite  liquor  (SSL)  prior 
to  evaporation. 

The  discussion  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  has  been  expanded  and  includes  the 
data  on  SSL  neutralization  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Agency,  The  subcategorization 
of  the  dissolving  sulfite  mills  accounts  for 
any  differences  in  raw  waste  load  attributable 
to  the  cooking  liquor  base  since  all  of  the 
mills  using  magnesium  base  produce  similar 
grades  of  pulp  (nitration,  viscose,  and  cello¬ 
phane)  while  all  of  the  mills  using  an  am¬ 
monia  base  primarily  produce  acetate  grades 
of  pulp.  The  type  of  cooking  liquor  chemical 
base  was  examined  in  relation  to  the  raw 
waste  loads  from  papergrade  sulfite  mills  and 
it  was  determined  that  any  inrpact  of  this 
factor  is  insignificant  compared  to  the  im¬ 
pact  of  more  significant  factors,  such  as  the 
effectiveness  of  SSL  recovery. 

11.  Several  commenters  felt  that  the 
Agency  should  either  Justify  the  assumption 
that  the  operating  costs  cf  Internal  controls 
are  canceled  by  the  operating  benefits  or  in¬ 
clude  these  costs  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  and  in  the  economic  impact  analj-sis. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  reexamined  the 
operating  costs  and  benefits  of  Internal  con¬ 
trols  and  in  every  case  except  one  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  operating  costs  of  internal 
controls  are  more  than  offset  by  the  operat¬ 
ing  benefits.  In  fact,  the  analyses  showed  that 
a  niunber  of  internal  controls  were  earning 
positive  returns  on  investment  that  were  suf¬ 
flcient  to  be  termed  part  of  the  manufactur¬ 
ing  process  and  not  pollution  control.  For 
these  reasons,  the  capital  costs  fbr  these  con¬ 
trols  were  deleted  from  the  costs  tables  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  Development  Document,  Sec¬ 
tion  vin. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  based  upon 
further  information  and  data  the  list  of  in¬ 
ternal  controls  applicable  to  BPCTCA  has 
been  revised  to  include  several  additional 
internal  controls.  Capital  costs  have  been 
included  in  the  cost  tables  for  these  added 
internal  controls.  Operating  and  mainte- 
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nance  costs  were  again  determined  to  be 
more  Uian  offset  by  tbe  curating  benefits 
of  the  controls,  and  thus  <^;>eratlng  costs 
were  not  Included  In  the  cost  taUes. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  net  benefits 
of  Internal  oontrtfis  (over  and  above  the 
costs  of  Internal  oontn^)  were  not  sub> 
tracted  from  the  annual  oosts.  Tbe  one  ex¬ 
ception,  as  mentioned  above,  is  the  intwnal 
control  of  SSL  collection  and  evaporaticm 
which,  was  determined  to  have  net  operat¬ 
ing  costs  associated  with  it.  These  costs  are 
Included  in  Section  VIII  of  the  Development 
Document  for  the  sulfite  subcategcMries  and 
are  considered  as  maximum  costs.  Most  sul¬ 
fite  miiig  have  installed  SSL  collection  and 
evt^ioratlon  systems  along  wMh  incineration 
in  order  to  recover  as  much  of  the  heat  and 
chemicals  as  possiUe,  and  significantly  lesser 
annual  costs  are  incurred  by  these  mills  (the 
<^>erating  benefits  nearly  cover  the  operat¬ 
ing  costs  and  amortized  o^iital)  than  mills 
that  collect  and  evapmate  their  SSL  without 
incineration.  Costs  of  both  systems  are 
shown  in  the  Development  Document.  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  mills  using  these 
systons  produce  a  saleable  by-product  and 
the  benefits  of  the  sales  are  not  subtracted 
from  tbe  operating  costs  (see  also  comment 
ntunber  16).  After  consideration  of  these 
oosts  in  the  economic  impact  analysis,  it  has 
been  detramined  that  the  conclusions  of  tbe 
economic  in^wct  analysis  are  unchanged. 

12.  One  comment^'  stated  that  the  impact 
of  hardwood  versus  softwood  on  raw  waste 
load  in  the  sulfite  Industry  was  not  addressed 
in  the  Development  Document.  The  oom- 
menter  provided  information  and  data  in 
supp<»t  of  his  contention  that  the  use  of 
hardwood  by  sulfite  mills  results  in  a  higher 
raw  waste  load  than  the  use  of  softwood. 

The  Agency  has  car^ully  examined  tbe 
impacts  on  raw  waste  load  of  the  use  of 
hardwood  and  softwood  at  sulfite  mills,  and 
the  discussion  in  the  Development  Document 
in  Sections  IV  and  V  has  been  revised  to 
explain  the  analyses.  With  the  exception  of 
dissolving  sulfite  pulp  manufactrulng  (see 
comment  No.  27),  the  Agency  has  deter¬ 
mined  that  differences  in  raw  waste  load 
between  sulfite  mills  relate  to  process  factors 
rather  than  to  the  type  of  wood  used.  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  allowances  with¬ 
in  the  piQ>«gTade  sulfite  subcategory  have 
been  established  for  the  process  factors  which 
were  determined  to  have  significant  Impacts 
on  raw  waste  load;  these  Include:  tirpe  of 
pulp  washing  equipment,  type  of  condenser, 
type  of  dlgestor,  cooking  liquor  composition, 
and  three  types  of  woodyard  operations. 

13.  Several  commenters  stated  that  the  ra¬ 
tionale  in  the  Develc^ment  Document  ex¬ 
plaining  the  determination  of  the  TSS  limi¬ 
tations  for  tbe  sulfite  subcategories  was 
Inadequate  and  difficult  to  follow.  Other 
commenters  stated  that  the  data  base  as 
well  as  the  rationale  were  inadequate  and 
that  the  TSS  limitations  should  be  made  less 
stringent  to  account  for  tbe  limited  data 
base.  Data  were  presented  for  mill  061  show¬ 
ing  higher  TSS  levels  than  those  used  for 
mill  061  in  the  development  of  the  ^uent 
limitations.  It  was  sriggested  that  the  more 
recent  TSS  data  for  mill  061  be  used  in  de¬ 
termination  of  less  stringent  TSS  limita¬ 
tions. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  examined  the 
basis  for  the  TSS  limitations  for  tbe  sulfite 
subcategories  and  has  determined  that  the 
existing  data  base  is  adequate.  None  of  the 
submissions  provided  any  further  data  which 
would  improve  upon  the  data  base.  However, 
Section  IX  of  tbe  Development  Document 
has  been  expanded  to  explain  tbe  analysis 
used  in  determining  the  TSS  limitations  for 
the  sulfite,  subcategoriee.  It  should  be 
pointed  out  that  the  Agency  did  eiq>and 
the  existing  data  base  by  inclusion  of  avail- 
aUe  pilot  plant  data.  TTse  of  the  pilot  plant 
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data  along  with  the  existing  data  base  re-  tkm.  allowances  were  established  for  con¬ 
sulted  in  TSS  levels  used  as  the  basis  tor  tinuoua  digeatton  and  the  congMsition  of  ttie 
the  final  effluent  limitations  which  wwe  less  cookligi  liquor.  In  estabUshlng  the  subcate- 
strlngent  than  the  TSS  levels  used  in  the  goctos,  the  Agency  the  yield 

interim  final  regulations.  From  information  loss  and  determined  the  yield  loss,  which 
frtun  mill  061,  it  was  determined  that  the  indicates  process  factors,  was  adequaMy 
most  recent  data  for  mill  061  was  representa-  taken  into  account  in  the  present  subcate- 
tlve  of  a  period  of  time  when  the  treatment  gorization.  The  dlsousston  in  Section  rv  of 


facility  was  operated  at  leas  than  optimum 
treatment  levels  cmd  therefore  was  consid¬ 
ered  as  less  than  BPCTCA. 

14.  Several  commenters  were  concerned 
that  the  Development  Document  under¬ 
stated  the  technical  problems  of  dewatering 
and  dUposal  of  sludge  and  as  a  result  the 
costs  and  non- water  quality  lmpcM;ts  were  not 
COTrectly  represented  in  the  documents. 

The  oosts,  technical  problems  associated 
with  sludge  dewatering  and  disposal,  and  the 
non-water  quality  impacts  of  sludge  disposal 
have  been  reviewed,  and  the  revised  costs  and 
expanded  discussions  of  these  itraos  are  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  Development  Document. 

15.  Comments  were  received  which  sug¬ 
gested  that  tbe  Agency  should  further  sub- 
categorize  tbe  papergrade  sulfite  subcate¬ 
gories  to  take  into  account  such  factors  as 
the  degree  of  SSL  recovery,  yield  loss,  age, 
geographical  location,  and  land  availability. 
The  commenters  further  stated  that  SSL  re¬ 
covery  varies  from  zero  to  98  percent  recovery 
and  does  not  designate  one  single,  uniform 
process  (as  in  kraft)  but  represents  various 
processes  including  pulp  washing,  eviq>ora- 
tion,  and  inoineratiion,  eviqxHration  and  sale 
of  SSL  by-products,  and  fermentation  of 
blow  pit  SSL  into  by-products. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  evaluated  each 
of  these  factms  and  has  revised  the  subcate- 
gorizaticm  to  iq>pr(g>riately  take  each  factor 
into  account.  While  the  commenters  state 
that  SSL  recovery  represents  various  proc¬ 
esses,  the  objective  of  SSL  recovery  is  to 
recover  heat  and  chemicals  (and  by-prod¬ 
ucts)  and  to  reduce  tbe  raw  waste  load  and 
as  such  is  considered  as  a  single  tecluK^ogy. 
Pull  recovery  of  SSL  to  considered  to  be  at 
least  85  percent  and  many  mills  are  com¬ 
monly  achieving  well  over  90  percent  removal 
oi  SSL.  Twenty-six  of  twenty-nine  sulfite 
mills  have  SSL  recovery  systems  and  only 
four  of  these  are  reported  to  have  lees  than 
full  (85  percent)  recovery.  While  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document  shows  that  SSL  recovery 
varies  from  zero  to  98  percent,  subcategoriza- 
tion  for  mills  with  lees  than  full  recovery 
would  not  fulfill  the  congressional  Intent 
that  BPCTCA  be  based  upon  commonly  used 
internal  controls.  The  type  of  SSL  recovery 
system  (l.e..  Incineration  or  by-product  re¬ 
covery)  does  not  Impact  the  raw  waste  load 
so  long  as  similar  levels  of  recovery  are  being 
achieved.  Therefore,  the  fact  that  SSL  re¬ 
covery  is  achieved  by  a  number  of  methods, 
such  as  evaporation  and  Incineration,  evap¬ 
oration  and  sale  of  by-products,  or  fermenta¬ 
tion  of  SSL,  makes  no  difference  in  establish¬ 
ing  effluent  limitations  since  BPCTCA  in¬ 
cludes  full  recovery  of  SSL. 

Examination  of  mills  with  full  recovery  has 
shown  that  the  most  significant  impacts  of 
age  to  in  the  type  of  pulp  washing  and  SSL 
collection  equipment  used  and  the  type  of 
condenser  used  in  the  SSL  recovery  system 
at  the  sulfite  mills.  In  mder  to  take  these 
factors  into  account,  the  papergrade  sulfite 
'  subcategory  was  divided  into  two  subcate¬ 
gories;  one  of  the  subcategories,  the  Piqier- 
grade  Sulfite  (Blow  Pit  Wash)  Subcategmy 
is  based  up<m  the  use  of  the  older  less 
efficient  pulp  washing  techniques  of  blow 
pit  washing,  and  the  other  siibcategory,  the 
Piq>ergrade  Sulfite  (Drum  Wash)  Subcate- 
gory,  is  based  upon  vacuum  (ot  pressure) 
drum  pulp  washing.  Within  each  of  the  two 
subcategoriee,  provisions  have  also  been 
established  i<x  mttls  using  barometric  con¬ 
densers  whereas  the  subcategory  Ualtattons 
are  based  upon  surface  condensers.  In  addl- 


the  Development  Docrunent  uan  been  revised 
in  carder  to  show  how  factors  such  as  yield 
loss  wM-e  taken  Info  account  and  to  more 
thoroughly  explain  and  support  the  subcate- 
gorlzation  of  the  sulfite  mills.  It  ^ould  be 
noted  that  the  geographical  location  and  land 
availability  factor  was  examined  and  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  economic  inq>aot  analysis  for 
sulfite  mills.  Since  sulfite  mills  which  are 
land  limited  (See  Section  V  of  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document)  adll  probably  Install  acti¬ 
vated  sludge  systems  and  since  the  costs  of 
activated  sludge  systems  were  Included  In 
the  Develof»nent  Document  and  the  eco¬ 
nomic  inqMct  analysis,  the  Agency  deter¬ 
mined  that  further  saboategcvlaatlon  based 
upon  land  availability  would  not  be  neces¬ 
sary. 

16.  Several  oommentns  objected  to  the 
methodology  used  to  determine  the  effluent 
limitations  tor  the  sulfite  subcategories  stat¬ 
ing  that  the  Agency  should  base  the  limita¬ 
tions  on  ccmoentnitions  actually  obtained  by 
mills  using  the  designated  technology  rather 
than  on  achlevahle  concentrations.  One  com- 
menter  felt  that  excluding  mill  062  frmn  the 
data  anttlytos  was  Inconsistent  with  the  draft 
Development  Document. 

In  determining  effluent  limitations,  it  is 
the  Agency’s  responsibility  to  evaluate  the 
technologies  presently  in  use  by  mills  within 
the  industrial  category  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  if  the  treatment  systems  represent 
BPCTCA.  The  draft  report  to  which  the 
commenter  referred  was  a  contractor's  draft 
repOTt  and  In  the  case  of  mill  052.  frurther 
evalutlons  showed  that  tbe  contractor's 
report  was  in  error  In  that  the  detention 
time  of  the  treatment  system  a  mill  052 
was  Inadequate  and  is  thereby  not  repre- 
senative  of  BPCPCA. 

In  order  to  Include  as  much  data  as  pos¬ 
sible  on  which  to  base  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions,  all  available  sulfite  mill  biological 
treatment  data  (with  the  exception  of  mill 
052),  including  full  scale  systems  and  pilot 
plant  operations,  were  \ised  to  determine 
achievable  concentrations  through  use  of 
biological  treatment  (See  Comment  No.  3). 
The  achievable  concentrations  which  were 
determined  in  tbe  analyses  are  therefore 
based  upon  concentrations  actually  obtained 
by  mills  using  the  designated  technology  (as 
the  commenter  suggested  would  be  proper) . 

17.  Several  commenters  stated  that  tbe 
energy  estimates  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  were  low  and  suggested  that  EPA  re¬ 
examine  the  basis  for  the  estimates. 

The  basis  for  the  energy  estimates  have 
been  reexamined  and  tbe  Development  Doc¬ 
ument  has  been  revised  to  show  the  appro¬ 
priate  changes. 

18.  A  number  of  commenters  stated  that 
the  Agency's  evaluation  of  the  factors  af¬ 
fecting  flow  and  raw  waste  load  from  mills 
in  the  groundwood,  bleached  kraft,  soda,  and 
drink  subcategorles  was  Inadequate.  Some 
of  the  factors  with  which  the  commenters 
were  concerned  included  the  following:  raw 
materials.  Including  type  of  wood  and  se«ison 
of  harvest,  geognqi>bleal  location  including 
t«nperature  linpcM^  <Hi  manufactiuring 
processes  and  exteial  treatment  efficiencies, 
age  and  type  of  equipment,  production 
processes  ineludliw  Tarl«tl<Hi8  in  yield  and 
bleaching.  physlosT  layout,  and  variations  in 
piq>wmaklng  iqwmttons  Including  number 
of  grades,  freqiusBoy  ot  grade  changes,  use 
of  addltivesk  and  form  of  the  final  product 
(i.e.,  rolls  vs  sheets) . 
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In  determining  the  present  subcategoriza¬ 
tion  and  the  ^>eclal  provisions  within  sev- 
e«al  or  the  subcategrades.  the  Agency  thor¬ 
oughly  evaluated  all  oT  the  api»opi1ate  fac- 
tMS  including  those  listed  above.  ‘Ihe  com¬ 
ments  submitted  were  carefully  reviewed  and 
because  of  the  length  of  the  arguments  pre¬ 
sented  are  addressed  in  Section  IV  ot  the 
Development  Document.  Thus,  Section  IV 
has  been  expanded  to  describe  m<x«  thor¬ 
oughly  how  each  of  the  factou  was  taken 
into  account  in  developing  the  subcatego¬ 
rization. 

19.  One  commenter  was  concerned  that  the 
Agency  did  not  examine  the  reasons  for  dif- 
foTMioes  in  raw  waste  loads  between  mills 
and  that  a  range  of  effluent  limitations  would 
be  an  appropriate  methodology  for  taking 
into  account  any  differences  in  raw  waste 
loads  between  mills.  Mills  106.  127,  and  510 
were  cited  as  examples  of  mills  with  varying 
raw  waste  loads  within  the  same  subcategory. 
Another  commenter  contended  that  the  dif¬ 
ferences  between  mill  510  and  mills  127  and 
108  were  due  to  the  use  of  hardwood  at  mill 
510  which  resulted  in  higher  raw  waste  loads. 
The  cmnmenter  felt  that  the  Agency  should 
take  into  account  the  higher  raw  waste  loads 
due  to  the  use  of  hardwoods. 

The  Agency  examined  all  available  infor¬ 
mation  and  data  in  determining  the  sub¬ 
category  raw  waste  loads  on  which  the  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  were  based.  As  an  example 
of  the  detailed  analyses  which  were  made  of 
mills  for  which  data  were  available,  the  dis¬ 
cussion  in  Section  V  of  the  Development 
Document  has  been  expanded  to  present  the 
detailed  information  analyzed  for  each  mill 
used  in  determining  the  bleached  kraft  dis¬ 
solving  pulp  subcategory  raw  waste  load 
(mills  108,  127,  and  510).  The  discussion 
.shows  that  no  allowances  are  necessary  for 
hardwood  used  at  mill  510  since  mill  108 
which  uses  primarily  softwood  has  a  higher 
raw  waste  load. 

20.  One  commenter  stated  that  the  Agency 
has  failed  to  demonstrate  that  overflow  rates 
of  600  gallons  per  square  foot  per  day  will 
achieve  the  TSS  limitations  for  the  ground- 
wood  subcategories.  The  commenter  also 
stated  that  the  Agency  failed  to  identify  ex¬ 
isting  internal  control  technologies  which 
would  be  used  by  groundwood  mills  to 
achieve  the  average  raw  waste  loads. 

The  Agency  has  Identlfled  the  internal 
control  technologies  available  to  ground- 
wood  mills  for  reduction  in  raw  waste  flow 
volumes.  See  Sections  VII  and  VIII  of  the 
Development  Document.  The  TSS  limitations 
are  based  upon  actual  operating  data  for 
mills  using  s3rstems  representative  of 
BPCTCA.  The  value  of  600  gallons  per  square 
foot  per  day  was  identlfled  as  a  parameter 
commonly  used  in  designing  secondetry 
clarifiers  (see  treatment  plant  schematic 
drawings  in  Section  VII  of  the  Development 
Document)  and  was  used  in  determining  the 
costs  presented  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment. 

21.  Several  comments  were  received  that 
were  concerned  with  the  woodyard  allow¬ 
ance.  The  commenters  stated  that  some  al¬ 
lowance  for  chip  thawing  or  washing  should 
be  included  and  that  the  limitations  should 
be  based  upon  the  wood  yield  achieved  by 
mills  within  the  different  subcategories.  One 
commenter  provided  yield  data  in  terms  of 
cords  per  ton  for  the  groundwood,  bleached 
kraft,  and  dissolving  pulp  subcategories. 

The  woodyard  allowance  now  includes  ch4> 
washing  and  thawing  operations  and  was  re¬ 
vised  to  reflect  the  different  yields  achieved 
by  mills  in  the  different  pulping  processes  in¬ 
cluding  groundwood  pulps,  chemical  paper- 
grade  pulps,  and  dissolving  pulps.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  instead  of  one  woodyard  allowance, 
three  separate  woodyard  allowanoea  have 
been  established  depending  upon  the 
ciflc  woodyard  operation;  these  include;  (1) 


barking,  (2)  log  tran^mrt  and  defreezing 
flumes  and  ponds,  and  (3)  log  and  chip 
washing  and  dethMlng. 

22.  Several  (xunmenta  were  received  that 
stated  that  the  Agency  coet  esttmatee  wen 
haw  and  that  the  Agmicy  esttmatee  were 
based  upon  annual  average  performance 
whereas  the  limitations  are  based  upon  30 
day  and  dMly  maxlmums. 

The  effluent  limitations  (30  day  and  daily 
maximum)  were  determined  from  actual  op¬ 
erating  data  from  mills  using  systems  r^re- 
sentative  of  BPCTCA.  However,  the  coet  esti¬ 
mates  were  based  upon  “worst  case”  design 
parameters  in  many  cases  and  as  a  minimum 
were  determined  upon  commonly  used  de¬ 
sign  considerations.  'Pot  example,  a  number 
of  mills  are  achieving  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  with  ASBs  with  detention  times  rang¬ 
ing  from  8  days  to  14  days.  In  this  case,  costs 
were  based  upon  the  14  day  ABB.  Costs  of 
activated  sludge  systems,  however,  were 
based  upon  common  design  considerations 
because  detention  times  used  by  mills  with 
activated  sludge  systems  to  achieve  the  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  generally  do  not  vary  as 
much  as  detention  times  of  ASBs. 

The  commenters  are  incorrect  in  their 
statements  that  the  cost  estimates  were 
based  upon  annual  average  performance. 
The  cost  estimates  used  design  waste  char¬ 
acteristics  based  upon  the  maximum  30  con¬ 
secutive  days.  As  stated  previously,  the 
Agency  has  thoroughly  reviewed  the  cost 
estimates  in  the  Development  Document  and 
has  determined  that  the  costs  are  up-to-date 
and  accurate. 

23.  Pour  comments  were  submitted  that 
stated  that  the  Agency  should  recognize  in 
the  regulation  that  long  term  storage  of  bio¬ 
logically  treated  waste  waters  with  s^ort 
term  release  systems  are  a  viable  alternative 
to  continuous  discharge  systems.  One  of  the 
commenters  provided  extensive  Information 
and  data  for  a  system  which  stores  the 
treated  effluents  for  eight  months  and  re¬ 
leases  over  a  four  month  period.  The  com¬ 
menters  suggested  that  mills  which  are 
required  by  the  NPDES  authority  to  use 
these  types  of  systems  because  of  water  qual¬ 
ity  considerations  should  be  required  to  meet 
annual  average  limitations  rather  than  the 
average  of  30  consecutive  days  and  maxi¬ 
mum  day  limitations. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  examined  the 
submitted  comments  and  data  and  has  de¬ 
termined  that  it  is  appropriate  to  establish 
annual  average  effluent  limitations  for  those 
mills  which  in  effect  are  required  to  use 
storage  ponds  following  their  biological 
treatment  systems  because  of  water  quality 
considerations.  However,  as  defined  in  the 
regulations,  mills  using  these  types  of 
systems  (non-contlnuous  dischargers)  must 
also  meet  maximum  day  and  average  of 
30  con.secutive  days  limitations  as  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  NPDES  authority.  In  set¬ 
ting  the  maximum  day  and  average  of  30 
consecutive  days  limitations  for  each  non- 
continuous  discharger,  the  NPDES  author¬ 
ity  will  refer  to  Section  IX  of  the  De¬ 
velopment  Document  which  sets  forth 
effluent  concentrations  which  reflect  waste 
water  treatment  levels  that  are  representa¬ 
tive  of  application  of  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available. 

It  is  emphasized  that  the  p<dlutant  con¬ 
trol  requirements  tor  non-contlnuous  dis¬ 
chargers  are  not  any  less  stringent  than 
those  for  continuous  dischargers  but  that 
only  the  format  of  the  limitations  is 
changed. 

24.  Several  commenters  objected  to  the 
statement  in  the  Development  Document 
that  all  of  the  data  used  was  based  upon 
twelve  or  more  months  since  mills  127  and 
111  have  only  five  months  and  seven  months 
of  data,  respectively.  Included  in  the  data 
base.  In  addition,  the  commenters  questioned 


the  inclusion  of  mills  wiUi  fewer  data  points 
than  one  per  day  over  12  months  (i.e.,  mill 
101  has  123  data  points  over  12  months) .  The 
commenters  also  were  ocmcemed  aver  several 
alleged  discrepancies  In  the  data  base  for 
specific  mins  In  the  DevetOfHnent  Docu¬ 
ment  and  for  differences  between  data  bckses 
from  previous  Devel<^>ment  Documents. 

The  Agency  has  carefuBy  examined  the 
submissions  to  determine  the  technical  ade¬ 
quacy  of  including  in  the  data  base  several 
mills  which  have  less  than  12  months  of  data 
and  mills  with  fewer  data  points  than  one 
per  day.  Inclusion  of  these  mills  is  appro¬ 
priate  as  discussed  in  the  Development  Doc¬ 
ument;  however,  additional  data  have  re¬ 
cently  been  received  for  most  of  these  mills. 
The  Agency  agrees  that  several  data  points 
for  specific  mills  w^e  incorrect  and  that 
additional  discussion  In  the  Develc^ment 
Document  is  necessuy  to  more  fully  explain 
and  Justify  which  mills  are  included  in  the 
data  base  and  how  more  recent  data  have 
been  combined  not  combined  with  the 
previous  data.  The  Agency  has  recently  col¬ 
lected  additional  data  for  many  of  the  mills 
and  these  data  have  been  combined  with  the 
previous  data  base.  As  a  result,  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document  has  been  updated  to  in¬ 
clude  new  data,  added  discussions  of  the 
data  base,  and  has  been  edited  to  remove  any 
incorrect  data. 

25.  One  commenter  stated  that  the  use  of 
flow  and  final  effluent  concentrations  from 
different  mills  to  establish  the  effluent  lim¬ 
itations  resulted  in  irrational  limitation  be¬ 
cause  it  is  an  “apples  and  oranges"  situation. 

The  Agency  understands  the  commenter  s 
concern  that  the  use  of  a  low  flow  from  one 
mill  and  the  use  of  a  low  concentration  from 
another  mill  (which  has  a  high  flow)  could 
result  in  improper  effluent  limitations.  How¬ 
ever.  the  effluent  llmitatious  were  based  upon 
actual  data  from  a  large  number  of  mills  and 
therefore,  the  data  analysis  does  not  repre¬ 
sent  the  improper  analysis  which  the  com¬ 
menter  suggests  could  occur.  The  ai^ropri- 
ateness  of  using  flows,  concentrations,  and 
variability  factors  to  determine  effluent  lim¬ 
itations  is  demonstrated  by  the  large  num¬ 
ber  of  mills  presently  achieving  the  effluent 
limitations.  See  Sections  Vn  and  IX  of  the 
Development  Document. 

26.  One  commenter  stated  that  the  effect 
of  temperatme  <m  the  settleabllity  of  TSS 
from  a  high  rate  system  was  not  given 
adequate  treatment.  The  commenter  stated 
that  increases  of  20  to  30%  in  TSS  levels 
in  the  effluent  are  expected  during  the  win¬ 
ter  months  even  though  the  treatment  sys¬ 
tem  has  been  designed  for  a  Northern  loca¬ 
tion. 

The  Agency  recognizes  that  well  designed 
and  operated  treatment  systems  may  expe¬ 
rience  variability  in  effluent  qualities  at  mills 
located  in  Northern  climates  (as  well  as  mills 
in  Southern  climates) .  In  this  regard,  the  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  were  determined  using 
variability  factors  based  upon  actual  mill  op¬ 
erating  data  which  reflect  maximum  30  con¬ 
secutive  and  maximum  day  values  that  are 
achieved  at  plants  using  systems  representa¬ 
tive  of  BPCTCA.  The  Agency  feels  that  these 
variability  factors  are  more  than  adequate  to 
provide  for  effluent  variability  and  it  appears 
that  the  data  provided  by  the  commenter 
supports  the  Agency’s  position.  The  variabil¬ 
ity  to  which  the  commenter  referred  trans¬ 
lates  to  1.2  to  1.3  (ratio  of  maximum  30  days 
or  maximum  day — commenter  did  not  spec¬ 
ify  whether  his  data  were  maximum  30  days 
or  maximum  day — ^to .  the  annual  average ) . 
The  effluent  limitattons  were  based  upon  ap¬ 
proximately  1.8  and  3.4  (ratio  of  maximum 
30  consecutive  days  to  annual  average  and 
ratio  of  maximum  day  to  annucd  average,  re¬ 
spectively),  which  are  much  higher  than  the 
commenters’  data  and  indicate  that  the 
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Agency  has  more  than  adequately  taken  his 
concerns  Into  account. 

27.  One  comment  was  received  Uiat  pro* 
Tided  a  substantial  amount  of  raw  waste  and 
final  effluent  data  for  mill  401.  The  data  were 
submitted  to  support  the  contention  that  the 
raw  waste  load  presented  In  the  Development 
Document  for  min  401  and  used  In  deter¬ 
mining  the  raw  waste  load  for  the  low  alpha 
dissolving  sulfite  pulp  subcategory  was  un¬ 
derstated.  Information  and  data  were  also 
provided  showing  differences  In  raw  waste 
load  which  result  from  production  of  nitra¬ 
tion  and  cellophane  gi^es  ta  pulp  using 
hardwood  and  softwoods.  The  commenter 
contended  that  tise  of  hardwoods  results  in 
significantly  higher  raw  waste  loads  than  the 
use  of  softwoods. 

The  data  submitted  on  mill  401  have  been 
examined  and  were  Included  In  determining 
the  raw  waste  loads  on  which  the  effluent 
limitations  were  based  for  the  dissolving  sul¬ 
fite  pulp  subcategory.  The  submitted  data 
from  min  401  showed  sig^nificant  differences 
in  raw  waste  loads  when  producing  nitration 
grades  with  either  hardwoods  or  softwoods. 
Since  mill  401  is  the  only  dissolving  sulfite 
mill  using  hardwoods,  the  subcategory  raw 
waste  loads  have  been  based  upon  production 
of  pulp  from  softwoods.  In  addition,  the  defi¬ 
nition  of  the  Dissolving  Sulfite  Subcategory 
has  been  revised  to  Include  only  the  produc¬ 
tion  of  dissolving  sulfite  pulp  from  soft¬ 
woods. 

28.  One  commenter  objected  to  the  inclu¬ 
sion  of  vacuum  dnun  pulp  washing  as  an 
internal  control  In  BPCTCA  for  dissolving 
sulfite  mills.  The  commenter  suggested  that 
vacuum  dnun  washing  should  be  included 
in  BATEA. 

As  the  commenter  stated,  BPCTCA  em¬ 
phasizes  end-of-pipe  treatment  but  also  in¬ 
cludes  commonly  practiced  Inplant  control 
measiu-es.  Since  five  of  the  six  dissolving  sul¬ 
fite  mills  use  vficuum  drum  washers  (one 
mill  of  the  five  is  presently  installing  vacuum 
drum  washers),  the  Agency  has  determined 
that  vacuum  dnun  washers  may  be  appro¬ 
priately  Included  in  BPCTCA. 

29.  One  comment  was  received  that  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Agency  reexamine  the  avail¬ 
able  Information  and  data  on  mill  066  be¬ 
cause  the  mill  has  recently  completed  a  num¬ 
ber  inplant  changes  and  significantly  al¬ 
tered  the  raw  waste  locul. 

A  member  of  the  Agency  staff  recently 
made  an  on-site  Inspection  of  mill  066  in 
order  to  collect  the  most  recent  Information 
and  data.  These  data  are  presented  in  the 
Development  Document  but  only  the  flow 
data  were  used  along  with  data  from  other 
mills  to  determine  the  effluent  limitations 
for  the  papergrade  sulfite  subcategory.  The 
miu  management  stated  that  inplant  con¬ 
trols  had  been  installed,  and  it  would  be 
expected  that  a  reduction  In  the  raw  waste 
load  woiild  have  been  fichieved.  However,  the 
mill  management  also  stated  that  close-up 
of  the  S02  system  resulted  In  an  additional 
BODS  discharge  of  5,000  pounds  per  day  (41 
pounds  i>er  ton) .  The  data  for  the  period  pre¬ 
vious  to  the  Inplant  changes  and  S02  system 
close-up  showed  a  BODS  raw  waste  load  of 
260  pounds  per  ton  (^efHresents  12  months 
of  data) ,  and  data  for'ihe  more  recent  period 
show  a  raw  waste  load  BODS  of  383  poxmds 
per  ton  (four  months  of  data).  Since  the 
new  data  are  for  only,  fom  months  of  opera¬ 
tion  and  since  the  BODS  data  are  incon¬ 
sistent  (i.e.,  inplant  controls  other  than  S02 
close-up  resulted  in  higher  raw  waste  loads), 
the  BODS  data  were  not  used  in  the  analyses. 

30.  Several  comments  were  received  that 
stated  that  the  ^uent  limitations  were  far 
less  restrlcttve  than  neoessary  and  that  the 
UmltaUons  may  not  be  truly  representative 
of  the  gocds  Intended  by  Ctxigress.  The  oom- 
menters  cited  several  examples  of  mills  which 


were  nearly  achieving  the  BAT&A  limitations 
using  the  BPCTCA  technology  or  mills  using 
leas  than  BPCTCA  but  nearly  achieving  the 
BPCTCA  limltattona.  The  oommentera  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Agency  closely  oTamiTMi  the 
technologies  In  use  in  relation  to  the  effluent 
qualitiee  bMng  achieved.  Data  were  provided. 

The  effluent  limitations  are  based  up<m  ac- 
tvial  data  from  mills  using  systems  repre¬ 
sentative  of  BPCTCA.  The  A^ncy  has  re¬ 
cently  received  additional  data  which  were 
analyzed  along  with  the  original  data  base 
and  the  data  provided  by  the  comment's. 

As  a  result,  a  number  of  effluent  limitations 
have  been  revised  to  more  accurately  reflect 
the  levels  that  can  be  achieved  by  the  iq>pll- 
cation  of  BPCTCA.  The  information  and  data 
are  presented  In  the  Development  Document 
along  with  an  extensive  discussion  of  the 
methodology  and  rationale  for  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  the  effluent  llmitati<ms.  The  Agency 
believes  that  the  effluent  limitations  are  re¬ 
sponsive  to  the  intent  of  Congress  and  reflect 
those  effluent  levels  presently  being  achieved 
by  mills  using  systems  representative  of 
BPCTCA. 

31.  One  commenter  objected  to  the  tise  of 
raw  waste  load  data  from  certain  mills 
which  the  commenter  asserts  are  using 
BATEA  internal  controls  in  determining 
PBCTCA  raw  waste  loads.  The  commenter 
also  sugested  that  the  Agency  should  delete 
from  the  final  effluent  averages  the  data  from 
mills  employing  biological  treatment  fol¬ 
lowed  by  post  stabilization  ponds.  The  com¬ 
menter  contended  that  these  svstems  are  be¬ 
yond  BPCTCA. 

The  average  BPCTCA  raw  waste  loads  for 
each  subcategory  are  generally  based  upon  all 
mills  within  a  subcategory  for  which  data 
were  available.  The  extent  of  internal  con¬ 
trols  used  by  mills  is  generally  indicated  by 
the  mill’s  raw  waste  load.  Since  BPCTCA 
properly  Includes  normally  or  commonly  used 
internal  controls.  It  is  appropriate  to  use 
data  from  all  mills  to  determine  average  raw 
waste  loads.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that 
the  Agency  did  examine  the  raw  waste  loads 
and  internal  controls  in  use  by  mills,  and 
mills  with  exceptionally  low  raw  waste  loads 
were  excluded  from  the  raw  waste  load  aver¬ 
ages.  Thus,  the  subcategory  raw  waste  loads 
reflect  commonly  used  Internal  controls  and 
not  raw  waste  loads  associated  with  BATEA 
internal  controls. 

In  addition,  the  Agency  believes  that  final 
effluent  BODS  data  from  mills  using  biologi¬ 
cal  treatment  systems  followed  by  post  sta¬ 
bilization  basins  should  be  included  in  de¬ 
termining  the  final  effluent  averages.  These 
systems  are  considered  to  be  BPCTCA  since 
mills  with  biological  treatment  systems  fol¬ 
lowed  by  post  storage  ponds  have  generally 
designed  their  biological  treatment  sjrstems 
to  rely  on  some  additional  BODS  reduction 
in  the  storage  pond.  Thus,  the  entire  system 
including  both  the  biological  treatment  sys¬ 
tem  and  the  post  storage  pond  are  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  BPCTCA  at  these  mills.  The  Agency 
did  exclude  the  TS8  data  from  the  analysis 
but  this  was  because  the  large  land  areas 
used  by  the  post  storage  ponds  are  not  al¬ 
ways  available  to  all  mills,  and  the  TSS  re¬ 
duction  that  occurs  in  the  post  storage  ponds 
cannot  always  be  achieved  by  mills  using 
only  an  aerated  stabilization  basin  (ASB). 
This  is  in  contrast  to  the  BODS  lev^ 
^ce  the  BODS  levels  achieved  by  mills  using 
biological  treatment  followed  by  post  storage 
can  be  achieved  by  mills  using  only  an  ASB. 
Thus,  the  Agency  based  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions  on  BODS  levels  on  both  types  of  sys¬ 
tems  and  TSS  levels  only  on  ASBs.  See  Sec¬ 
tion  vn  of  the  Development  Doctunent. 

32.  A  number  of  comments  were  received 
that  questioned  the  method  used  to  take 
into  account  the  raw  waste  loads  resulting 
from  the  producticm  of  bleached  kraft  mar¬ 
ket  pulp  at  mills  producing  both  market 


pxUp  and  papers.  The  commenters  suggested 
that  the  Agenoy  should  revise  Its  analysis 
of  the  raw  waste  load  at  these  mills  and 
consider  that  the  raw  waste  load  generated 
by  the  production  oi  market  pulp  is  the 
same  as  that  resulting  frcun  the  production 
of  papers. 

The  available  lnf<u-mation  and  data  for 
those  mills  produelng  market  pulp  and  pa¬ 
pers  have  been  reexamlnated  and  no  evidence 
has  been  found  to  show  that  higher  waste 
loads  result  from  the  production  of  market 
pulp  at  these  mills.  The  Agency  therefore 
concius  with  the  cmxunenters  and  has  re¬ 
vised  the  method  for  determining  the  raw 
waste  load  for  the  bleached  kraft  fine  pa¬ 
pers  and  the  bleached  kraft  BCT  papers  sub- 
categories.  Revision  of  the  method  also  re¬ 
sulted  in  a  change  in  the  definition  of  the 
two  subcategories  to  include  market  pulp 
as  one  of  the  products. 

33.  One  commenter  stated  that  the  Agency 
has  used  treatment  systems  employed  at 
Southern  mills  in  determining  BPCTCA  ef¬ 
fluent  limitations  but  failed  to  consider  the 
Increased  costs  and  economic  impact  for 
mills  located  in  Nmrthern  locations  of 
achieving  the  limitations. 

The  effluent  limitations  were  based  upon 
mills  located  in  both  the  North  and  South 
and  can  be  (Mhleved  through  use  of  BPC 
TOA.  The  Agency  has  carefully  considered 
costs  and  economic  impacts  for  mills  lo¬ 
cated  in  Northevu  climates.  Activated  sludge 
treatment  systons  were  identified  as  BPC 
TCA  for  mills  located  in  Northern  climates 
and  appropriate  costs  have  been  included 
in  the  Development  Document  and  in  the 
economic  impact  analysis.  It  should  again 
be  emphaslz^  that  the  Agency  is  not  re¬ 
quiring  mills  to  install  a  specific  type  of 
treatment  system  but  has  identified  a  type 
of  treatment  system  capable  of  achieving  the 
effluent  limitations  and  one  that  may  be  used 
to  establish  costs  and  as.sess  the  economic 
impact.  Depending  upon  the  specific  mill 
situation,  other  types  of  treatment  may  be 
more  desirable  end  less  expensive,  such  as 
a  three  day  modified  activated  sludge  system 
or  an  aerated  stabilization  pond  with  very 
long  detention  times.  Relative  costs  of  al¬ 
ternative  t^tment  systems  are  presented  in 
Section  vm  of  the  Development  Document 

34.  Two  commenters  felt  that  the  BOD5 
raw  waste  load  of  56  potinds  per  ton  for  the 
groundwood  thermo-mechanical  subcategory 
was  low  in  view  of  recent  data  from  mlil 
041.  The  commenters  contended  that  the 
data  from  mill  041  show  that  BODS  levels 
are  in  the  range  of  60  to  100  pounds  per  ton 
and  the  commenters  suggested  that  EPA 
take  the  higher  raw  waste  load  into  ac¬ 
count.  In  addition,  one  of  the  commenters 
suggested  that  the  groundwood  thermo-me¬ 
chanical  subcategory  be  split  into  two  sub- 
categorles  to  take  into  account  the  predicted 
lower  raw  waste  loads  from  thermo-mechanl- 
cal  mills  producing  newsprint  such  as  mill 
184.  Data  were  provided  for  a  pilot  plant 
conducted  at  mill  184  which  showed  a  BODS 
raw  waste  load  of  65  pounds  per  ton. 

The  raw  waste  load  for  the  groundwood 
thermo-mechanical  subcategory  has  been 
revised  based  upon  the  actual  operating  data 
from  mill  041  which  is  one  of  the  two  mills 
in  the  country  producing  100%  thermo- 
mechanical  pulp.  The  data  from  mill  041 
shows  a  raw  waste  BODS  of  78  pounds  per 
ton  rather  than  the  90  to  100  pounds  sug¬ 
gested  to  be  repreeentcttive  in  the  comments. 
Data  from  the  other  mill,  mill  028,  shows 
substantially  lees  BOD5  raw  waste  loads  than 
for  mill  041.  TTw  BODS  raw  waste  load  for 
mill  028  is  approximately  40  pounds  per  ton. 
The  subcategmry  raw  waste  load  has  been 
baaed  upon  mill  041  in  order  to  conserva¬ 
tively  take  the  inxicess  factors  into  account. 
The  effluent  limitations  have  also  been  re¬ 
vised  to  reflect  the  higher  raw  waste  loads. 
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Since  there  are  presently  no  mills  produc¬ 
ing  newsprint  from  100%  tbermo-meclisnloal 
pulping,  it  is  considered  more  apiMOiMlate 
at  this  time  to  establish  one  subcategory 
based  upon  mill  041  which  has  a  higher  raw 
waste  load  than  the  predicted  performance 
of  mill  184. 

35.  One  comment  was  received  that  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  Agency  reexamine  the  rela¬ 
tionships  between  raw  waste  loads  and 
bleaching  in  the  bleached  kraft  subcategories. 
The  commenter  felt  that  there  is  every  rea¬ 
son  to  believe  that  pulp  brightness  can  be 
correlated  with  yield  and  BOD  load  from 
the  bleach  plant.  However,  the  commenter 
did  point  out  that  the  correlation  may  be 
masked  to  some  extent  by  other  variables. 

The  Agency  has  reviewed  all  available  data 
with  regard  to  waste  loads  generated  within 
the  bleach  plant  at  bleached  kraft  mills.  As 
the  commenter  pointed  out,  the  incremental 
impacts  of  differences  in  bleaching  are  gen¬ 
erally  masked  by  other  more  significant  varia¬ 
bles  within  the  mills.  Most  of  the  BOD  that 
is  generated  during  bleaching  iterations 
occurs  in  bleaching  the  imbleached  pulp  of 
brightness  levels  of  20  to  25  ( %  Q.  E.)  up  to 
brightness  levels  of  about  75  to  80  ( %  O.  E.) . 
Thus,  since  brightness  levels  of  the  prodnehi 
of  bleached  kraft  mills  are  generally  above 
80  (%  G.  E.),  the  relative  differences  in  total 
raw  waste  BOD  are  insignlficsmt  when  in¬ 
creasing  brightness  levels  above  80  ( %  O.  E.) . 
In  any  event,  the  Agency  believes  that  the 
present  subcategorization  does  take  into  ac¬ 
count  any  differences  in  raw  waste  loads 
as  a  result  of  bleaching  operations.  The  avail¬ 
able  data  show  that  dissolving  kraft,  market 
kraft.  and  kraft  paper  mills  bleach  to  dif¬ 
ferent  levels  of  brightness  (i.e.,  90-92  {% 
G.  E.),  86-90,  and  80-86,  respectively).  Thus, 
the  Agency  believes  that  any  effects  of 
bleaching  are  taken  into  account  in  the 
present  subcategorization  which  establishes 
the  bleached  kraft  dissolving  pulp,  the 
bleached  kraft  market  pulp,  and  the  bleached 
kraft  BCT  and  Fine  Paper  subcategories. 
These  {mints  are  thoroughly  discussed  in 
Section  IV  of  the  Development  Document. 

36.  One  commenter  suggested  that  the 
Agency  use  the  TSS  data  for  mills  with  post 
storage  ponds  which  are  measured  between 
the  aerated  stabilization  basin  (ASB)  and 
the  post  storage  pond. 

The  Agency  does  not  believe  that  the  ASBs 
at  these  mills  are  representative  of  BPCTCA 
(see  comment  31)  and  therefore,  it  would  be 
inappropriate  to  use  the  TSS  data  measured 
between  the  ASB  and  the  post  storage  pond. 
The  Agency  believes  that  it  is  more  appro¬ 
priate  to  use  TSS  data  from  a  mill  with  an 
ASB  without  post  storage.  The  total  biologi¬ 
cal  treatment  system  including  both  the  ASB 
and  the  post  storage  pond  are  BPCTCA  at 
these  mills  and  the  ASB  alone  is  not  repre¬ 
sentative  of  BPCTCA. 

37.  One  commenter  was  concerned  that  the 
production  basis  for  mill  612  appeared  to  be 
the  maximum  seven  days  production  rather 
than  the  annual  average.  The  commenter 
also  stated  that  there  was  no  indication  in 
the  Development  Document  that  the  Agency 
gave  any  consideration  to  demonstrated  pro¬ 
duction  capacity  or  committed  growth  in  the 
calculation  of  the  effluent  limitations. 

The  raw  waste  data  for  mill  612  have  been 
revised  to  refiect  the  annual  average  produc¬ 
tion  rate  rather  than  the  maximum  seven 
days.  The  commenter ’s  reference  to  demon¬ 
strated  production  capacity  or  committed 
growth  would  more  appropriately  be  ad¬ 
dressed  to  the  NPDES  authority  because  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  effluent  limitations  uses 
actual  production  data  for  the  period  of  time 
for  which  the  waste  water  data  are  used. 

38.  A  number  of  ^commenters  were  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  data  base  was  biased  towards 
mills  located  in  southern  climates  and  that 
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because  of  better  treatment  efflciencies,  this 
resulted  in  overly  stringent  limitations  for 
mills  in  northern  climates. 

The  Agency  has  examined  the  location  of 
mills  included  in  the  data  base  to  determine 
if  mills  located  In  southnn  climates  are 
achieving  effluent  qualities  better  than  those 
in  n(Hthern  climates.  The  ^ults  of  the 
analyses  as  shown  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  show  that  comparable  effluent  quali¬ 
ties  are  being  achieved  by  mills  in  both  loca¬ 
tions.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  type 
of  biological  treatment  system  upon  which 
the  limitations  are  based  for  mills  in  the 
northern  climates  is  different  than  for  mills 
located  in  southern  climates,  since  treatment 
systems  can  be  designed  to  take  into  account 
the  effects  of  temperature  on  biological  treat¬ 
ment  efflciencies.  Desig^n  for  temperature  con¬ 
siderations  does  not  necessarily  eliminate  all 
impacts  on  treatment  efflciencies,  but  the 
impacts  can  be  minimized  to  the  point  where 
effluent  variabilities  for  mills  using  treatment 
systems  representative  of  BPCTCA  are  similar 
for  mills  located  in  both  northern  and  south¬ 
ern  climates.  These  points  are  demonstrated 
by  a  number  of  mills  in  Northern  climates 
which  are  presently  achieving  the  effluent 
limitations  using  the  identified  technologies. 
See  section  VII  of  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment. 

39.  Concern  was  expressed  by  one  com¬ 
menter  that  the  Agency  ignored  TSS  levels 
as  a  basic  factor  in  development  of  the 
subcategories.  The  commenter  stated  that 
many  the  technologies  discussed  in  the 
Development  Document  were  for  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  TSS  and  that  this  should  logically 
be  a  significant  facUn*  in  subcategorization. 

Many  of  the  technologies  identified  in  the 
Development  Document  are  for  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  TSS  a.s  the  commenter  contends. 
However,  the  two  primary  factors  of  external 
treatment  design  are  fiow  and  BODS  which 
were  appropriately  used  as  the  primary  bases 
for  subcategorization.  Design  considerations 
for  raw  waste  TSS  relate  primwily  to  pri¬ 
mary  treatment  and  sludge  disposal  since  the 
TSS  design  considerations  of  biological 
treatment  are  more  related  to  the  raw  waste 
BOD  (due  to  generation  of  biological  sus¬ 
pended  solids)  than  to  the  raw  waste  TSS. 
Therefore,  raw  waste  TSS  is  not  as  critical 
a  factor  as  flow  and  BOD5. 

40.  One  commenter  felt  that  chemical  ad¬ 
dition  in  secondary  clarifiers  in  order  to  im¬ 
prove  suspended  solids  removal  should  be 
Included  as  a  necessarv  component  of  BPC 
TCA. 

BPCTCA  has  been  identified  by  the  Agency 
to  include  commonly  practiced  internal  con¬ 
trols.  primary  treatment,  and  biological 
treatment.  The  biological  treatment  portion 
of  BPCTCA  includes  design  and  operating 
provisions  for  suspended  solids  removal.  The 
effluent  limitations  are  based  upon  well  de¬ 
signed  and  operated  aerated  stabilization 
basins  and  activated  sludge  systems  without 
the  use  of  chemical  addition  in  secondary 
clarifiers.  This  is  not  to  say,  however,  that 
chemical  addition  in  secondary  clarifiers  is 
not  an  available  alternative  technology  which 
can  be  used  to  achieve  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tions.  Mills  may  choose  to  add  chemicals  to 
their  secondary  clarifiers  to  improve  TSS 
(and  BODS)  removal  in  order  to  make  up 
for  some  design  and  operating  deficiency  in 
some  other  part  of  their  treatment  system 
which  results  in  high  TSS  levels  in  the  final 
effluents. 

41.  One  commenter  stated  that  the  effluent 
limitations  for  the  non-integrated  tissue  sub¬ 
category  appear  to  be  achievable  with  the 
Agency  identified  technology  but  that  the 
explanation  of  how  the  actual  llmltatlcms 
were  determined  was  somewhat  confusing. 
The  commenter  suggested  that  the  precise 
methodology  employed  by  the  Agency  be 
clarified. 


The  explanation  of  the  method  used  in 
determining  the  effluent  limitations  for  the 
non-integrated  tissue  subcategory  has  been 
revised  to  show  how  the  effluent  limitations 
were  determined. 

42.  One  ccunment  was  received  that  stated 
that  EPA  should  examine  the  impact  on  pro¬ 
duction  and  raw  waste  load  of  using  cull 
logs  and  sawdust.  The  commenter  con¬ 
tended  that  the  use  of  an  annual  average  pro¬ 
duction  would  not  prc^rly  describe  the 
impact  on  raw  waste  load  during  times  when 
large  percentages  of  a  mill’s  wood  supply 
were  cull  logs  and  sawdust  due  to  the  lesser 
yields  and  higher  waste  loads.  The  comment¬ 
er  suggested  that  defining  {>roductlon  as 
the  maximum  seven  days  of  mill  capacity 
would  properly  address  the  alledged  prob¬ 
lem. 

The  Agency  believes  that  defining  pro¬ 
duction  as  the  annual  average  is  entirely 
appropriate  since  the  effluent  limitations 
are  based  upon  annual  average  production 
data.  Issuance  of  NPDES  permits  based  on 
maximum  seven  days  of  production  using 
effluent  limitations  which  are  based  upon 
annual  average  production  would  be  incon¬ 
sistent.  Regarding  the  impact  of  cull  logs 
and  sawdust  on  production  and  raw  waste 
loads,  these  items  are  Included  in  the  data 
base  and  any  impacts  are  more  than  taken 
into  account  in  the  use  of  maximum  30 
days  and  maximum  day  variability  factors 
which  were  develo{>ed  from  actual  mill  data 
included  in  the  data  base.  It  should  be  noted 
that  no  si>ecific  data  were  submitted  on  the 
impacts  of  cull  logs  or  sawdust. 

43.  The  comment  was  made  that  off-the- 
machlne  production  does  not  necessarily 
reflect  production  on  any  particular  day 
since  it  does  not  take  into  consideration  trim 
and  furnish  that  are  in  various  parts  of 
the  system  as  storage. 

The  Agency  agrees  with  the  conunepter 
but  feels  that  it  is  relatively  unimportant 
when  using  annual  average  production  since 
any  particular  day  of  production  is  included 
in  the  long  term  average. 

44.  One  commenter  stated  that  zinc  hy- 
drosulfite  bleaches  to  a  higher  brightness 
level  than  .sodium  hydrostilfite  and  In  order 
to  achieve  the  same  brightness  levels  more 
sodium  hydrosulfite  is  required.  The  com¬ 
menter  was  concerned  because  sodium  hydro- 
sulfite  costs  more  and  the  Agency  did  not 
include  such  costs  in  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment. 

The  zinc  effluent  limitations  were  revised 
and  are  now  based  upon  chemical  coagula¬ 
tion,  floculation,  and  sedimentation  of  waste 
waters  from  mills  using  zinc  hydrosulfite 
in  the  bleaching  process.  As  a  result,  the 
zinc  limitations  were  made  less  stringent. 
Costs  of  achieving  the  effluent  limitations 
wer;  determined  and  are  included  in  Sec¬ 
tion  VIII  of  the  Development  Document. 
After  consideration  of  these  costs  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  impact  analysis,  it  was  determined 
that  the  conclusions  were  unaffected. 

45.  One  commenter  was  concerned  that 
the  TSS  limitations  were  overly  stringent 
since  the  systems  that  he  had  investigated 
discharged  TSS  levels  of  50  mg/1  to  80  mg/ 1 
on  many  days  using  secondary  clarifier  over¬ 
flow  rates  as  low  as  300  gi>d/sq.  ft. 

The  TSS  effluent  limitations  are  based 
upon  annual  average  TSS  levels  of  approxi¬ 
mately  60  mg/1.  The  maxlmtun  day  limita¬ 
tions  were  determined  by  multiplying  the 
annual  average  TSS  level  by  the  dally  maxi¬ 
mum  TSS  variability  factor  which  is  3.38. 
Using  50  mg/1  as  an  example  of  the  TSS 
annual  average,  the  daily  maximum  limita¬ 
tion  would  be  based  upon  169  mg/1  which  is 
well  above  the  50  to  80  level  mg/i  with 
which  the  commenter  is,  concerned. 

46.  A  number  of  comments  were  received 
that  were  concerned  with  the  selection  of 
BODS,  TSS,  ammonia,  zinc,  and  pH  as  signifi¬ 
cant  pollatant  parameters.  In  addition. 
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seveiiU  c«>in»ue -Iters  statei  Uiat  s?  ^  sitb- 
•■ategories  should  be  established  Tor  mills 
discharging  to  marine  waters  or  into  large 
bodies  ot  water.  The  commenters  suggested 
Uiat  BPCTCA  for  these  mills  would  be  pri¬ 
mary  treatment  and  deep  water  outfalls. 

Both  of  these  concerns  were  considered  by 
the  Agency  prior  to  publishing  the  interim 
tiiial  regtilations,  and  responses  to  these  com¬ 
ments  are  contained  in  the  preamble  to  those 
regulations.  It  can  be  again  pointed  out  that 
lotion  VI  of  the  Development  Document 
presents  the  rationale  for  selection  of  each 
of  the  pollutant  parameters. 

47.  One  conunenter  suggested  that  mill 
clo.sures  were  underestimated  because  aver¬ 
age  cost  of  compliance  estimates  were  used 
and  costs  are  recognized  to  vary  substantially 
for  individual  mills. 

The  “average  cost”  approach  was  not  used 
to  identify  or  assess  the  impact  of  pollution 
abatement  cost  on  possible  closure  candi¬ 
dates.  The  "average”  or  cost  model  approach 
was  used  solely  to  derive  and  aggregate  the 
cost  of  compliance  for  (a)  subcategories  and 
(b)  the  total  Industry. 

Closure  candidates  were  identified  on  the 
basis  of  mill  capacity  and  type  and  extent 
of  in-place  facilities  for  effluent  treatment. 
Officials  in  these  plants  were  interviewed  by 
telephone,  and  from  the  information  ob¬ 
tained  plus  process  data,  the  casts  and  the 
resultant  economic  impact  of  achieving  the 
effluent  limitations  were  determined.  Site- 
specific  conditions  were  considered  in  de¬ 
veloping  the  economic  assessment  of  the 
closure  candidates.  Thus,  closures  were  not 
underestimated  because  site-specific  condi¬ 
tions  were  taken  into  account  in  determin¬ 
ing  the  number  of  potential  closures  which 
would  result  from  application  of  the  regu¬ 
lations. 

48.  Several  commenters  noted  that  laud 
costs  were  excluded  from  the  average  cost 
of  compliance  estimates  and  therefore  con¬ 
cluded  that  land  coste  were  ignored. 

Land  costs  have  not  been  Ignored.  They 
were  not  included  in  the  industry-wide  esti¬ 
mates  because:  (1)  they  are  extremely  vari¬ 
able,  (2)  many  firms  already  own  the  land 
and  do  not  face  out-of-pocket  costs,  and  (3) 
they  would  total  only  about  $26  million  in¬ 
dustry-wide  which  is  less  than  1  percent  of 
the  total  capital  requirement  for  water  pol¬ 
lution  control.  Availability  of  laud  for  treat¬ 
ment  technologies  was  considered  in  assess¬ 
ing  a  closure  candidate. 

49.  Some  comments  noted  that  specific  as¬ 
sumptions  in  the  cost  of  compliance  esti¬ 
mates  were  unrealistic  and  resulted  in  an 
underestimate  of  pollution  control  costs. 
More  specifically,  the  commenters  were  con¬ 
cerned  that  the  costs  of  sludge  disposal  were 
based  upon  land  disposal  which  is  less  costly 
than  sludge  incineration  which  may  have  to 
be  used  by  a  number  of  mills. 

It  is  true  that  the  Development  Document 
assiunes  land  disposal  of  sludge  and  that  the 
capital  and  <^eratlng  costs  for  compliance 
woiild  be  greater  for  an  individual  mill  if  it 
were  required  to  employ  the  incineration 
technique  for  sludge  disposal.  However.  H 
appears  that  separate  sludge  incineration 
will  only  be  used  by  a  few  mills,  if  any  at  all, 
and  thereby,  the  overall  cost  to  the  industry 
is  not  slgnlficwtly  changed. 

60.  Several  commenters  criticized  the  basic 
methodology  used  In  the  economic  report. 
The  oommenters  contended  that  the  report 
failed  to  recognize  that  firms  possess  limited 
capital  resources  and  that  pollution  control 
Investment  will  result  in  either  slower  ca¬ 
pacity  growth  or  increases  in  prices  (and 
profits)  in  order  to  replenish  available  in¬ 
vestment  funds.  The  commenters  concluded 
that  the  economic  analysts  ignored  the  im¬ 
pact  of  ptfilution  control  expenditures  on 


potential  capacity  sl.ortitge  or  capita! 
availability. 

The  concept  that  tlie  pool  of  iuvestmeut 
funds  is  fixed  and  that  pollution  control 
costs  force  a  substitution  from  ctqiital  ex¬ 
pansion  investment  is  incorrect  within  the 
context  of  accepted  economic  theory.  Firms 
can  raise  funds  in  capital  markets  and  do 
not  have  to  rely  on  price  Increases  to  re- 
plenLsh  capital  funds  spent  on  pollution 
control.  .According  to  economic  principles, 
pollution  control  should  induce  price  in¬ 
creases  which  are  sufficient  to  maintain  an 
adequate  return  on  Investment.  An  adequate 
return  Ls  measured  by  the  weighted  cost 
of  capital  for  debt  .ind  equity  for  the  pulp 
and  paper  Industry.  The  estimate  of  long 
term  price  impacts  was  computed  in  this 
manner. 

Nevertheless,  the  economic  analysis  ex¬ 
plicitly  studied  whether  effluent  limitations 
would  lead  to  shortage-induced  price  in¬ 
creases  by  comparing  future  supply  and  de¬ 
mand  and  the  effect  of  pollution  control  on 
supply.  Supply  was  estimated  by  adding  to 
existUig  capacity  the  amnouuced  capacity  ex¬ 
pansions  as  reported  by  the  American  Paper 
Institute  and  deducthig  estimated  capacity 
lost  through  mill  closures  due  to  pollution 
control  and  other  factors.  Therefore,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  pollution  control  in  contributing  to 
.shortages  is  directly  considered  by  deducting 
mill  closures.  It  is  indirectly  considered  to 
the  extent  that  announced  capacity  expan¬ 
sions  are  made  with  recognition  of  the  firms’ 
priority  capital  commitments  to  pollution 
control  requirements. 

61.  One  commenter  criticized  the  eco¬ 
nomic  analysis  for  excluding  an  analysis  of 
secondary  impacts  of  pollution  control.  In 
particular,  the  argument  was  made  that 
Intermediary  paper  distributors  w<ill  retain 
historic  profit  margins  on  sales  and  there¬ 
fore,  the  Increase  in  final  prices  will  become 
a  multiple  of  pollution  control  coste  to  the 
manufacturer  of  paper. 

The  assumption  that  profit  margins  at 
intermediary  levels  will  remain  fixed  is  un¬ 
supported.  Under  conventional  assumptions 
used  in  economic  analysis  (l.e.,  profit  maxi¬ 
mization  and  no  entry  barriers),- economic 
theory  suggests  that  the  constant  profit 
margin  assfimption  is  false  with  regard  to 
both  the  short  run  and  long  run.  In  the 
long  run,  prices  adjiist  to  changing  invest¬ 
ment,  operating,  and  materials  costs.  How¬ 
ever,  any  price  pass-on  at  the  primary 
level  of  paper  production  does  not  gen¬ 
erally  affect  investment  requirements  or 
operating  costs.  Intermediary  dealers’  prices 
are  increased  to  a  minor  extent  by  pollu¬ 
tion  control  Induced  price  increases  on  the 
product  held  in  inventory  and  by  the  in¬ 
creased  price  of  paper  at  the  primary  level. 
However,  even  taking  these  factors  into  ac¬ 
count,  long  run  price  increases  will  Increase 
proportionately  less  for  Intermediary  deal¬ 
ers  than  for  the  primary  manufacturer  of 
paper.  In  the  short  run,  the  supply  Cfirve  or 
marginal  cost  is  only  affected  by  the  in¬ 
crease  in  the  price  of  paper  and  the  inter¬ 
mediary  dealer  could  pass  this  amount 
along  at  most.  ’Therefore,  the  extent  of 
secondary  Impacts  for  both  the  short  and 
long  run  analysis  are  less  than  the  primary 
impacts.  Since  the  primary  price  Impacts 
were  not  significant,  and  because  the  pri¬ 
mary  impacts  provided  an  upper  bound,  a 
detailed  analysis  of  secondary  effects  was 
not  necessary. 

62.  Some  oommenters  wrere  concerned  that 
the  amortization  of  capital  costs  at  the 
rate  of  16%  as  presented  in  the  Develt^- 
ment  Document  underestimated  common 
thresholds  for  investment  decisions  in  the 
industry. 

The  amortization  rate  of  capital  ooets  as 
presented  In  the  Development  Document 


;i.e.,  15'«)  was  vised  only  for  illustrative 
purposes  in  determining  aumuU  costs.  ’Tire 
^onomic  impact  analysis  used  a  rate  of 
12.8%  because  it  was  detei-mined  to  be  ap¬ 
propriate  as  discussed  below.  For  the  long 
run  price  impacts,  it  was  assumed  that  the 
industry  would  require  between  10%  and 
12  to  return  on  investment  alter  taxes 
’These  figures  approximate  the  average  cost 
of  capital  to  the  pulp  and  paper  industry. 
The  estimate  of  price  Impacts  in  the  short 
run  by  the  full  cost  pass-on  method  used 
a  16  year  depreciation  life  and  a  10%  inter¬ 
est  rate  which  yields  a  capital  recovery 
factor  of  12.8%  on  capital  charges.  Tlie  life 
of  pollution  control  equipment  is  generally 
greater  than  16  years.  (See  Economic  Im¬ 
pact  Analysis) . 

63.  Several  comments  suggested  that  eco¬ 
nomic  impacts  were  underestimated  because 
the  cost  of  SSL  recovery  was  excluded. 

The  capital  cost  of  SSL  recovery  was  ex¬ 
cluded  from  the  industry-wide  cost  of  com¬ 
pliance  estimates  because  operating  savings 
from  such  an  investment  can  nearly  Justify 
the  investment  on  economic  grounds  alone. 
Since  the  capital  costs  and  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  are  nearly  covered  by  the 
operating  benefits  (chemical  and  heat  re¬ 
covery)  (See  Section  vm  of  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document)  and  since  there  are  so  few 
mills  involved  relative  to  other  types  of  mills 
competing  in  the  same  product  markets,  any 
costs  would  have  a  negligible  Impact  on  (he 
product  market.  In  terms  of  the  economic 
impact  analysis,  the  screening  procedure  for 
plant  closings  paid  particular  attention  to 
whether  a  mill  had  Installed  SSL  recovery 
Therefore.  SSL  recovery  was  explicitly  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  analysis. 

64.  A  number  of  commenters  stateii  that 
tlie  economic  impact  may  have  been  under¬ 
stated  because  the  costs  hi  the  Development 
Document  appeared  to  be  understated.  The 
commenters  cited  several  recent  mill  experi¬ 
ences  with  equipment  purchases  in  conclud¬ 
ing  that  the  costs  were  low. 

The  Agency  has  carefully  examined  the 
basis  for  the  oosts  presented  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document  and  has  concluded  that  the 
costs  are  accurate.  In  a  number  of  cases 
costs  have  been  revised  reflecting  such 
things  as  revisions  in  the  costs  of  sludge  dis¬ 
posal  (i.e.  Inclusion  of  the  operation  of  the 
sludge  disposal  site),  addition  of  1.5%  of 
capital  investment  for  taxes  and  Insurance, 
revisions  in  subcategory  raw  waste  loads  and 
effluent  limitations,  and  revisions  in  the  list 
of  Internal  control  measures  Included  in  the 
BPCTCA  costs.  The  costs  were  examined  in 
terms  of  economic  Impact  and  the  eonrlu- 
slons  of  the  economic  impact  analysis 
reached  for  the  Interim  final  regtilations 
were  unchanged.  The  costs  were  developed 
using  June  1974  prices  and  were  for  various 
size  model  plants  within  each  subcategory, 
and  It  Is  not  expected  that  these  model 
plants  would  precisely  fit  the  commenters’ 
mills  so  that  direct  price  comparisons  could 
be  made  and  especially  if  the  commenters’ 
prices  are  more  recent  than  the  June  1974 
prices  (i.e.,  the  commenters  prices  should  he 
adjusted  to  June  1974  prices  using  appropri¬ 
ate  cost  indices) . 

The  Agency  finding  that  the  basis  for  the 
costs  are  accurate  is  supported  by  findings 
of  the  National  Commission  on  Water  Qti.al- 
ity  (NCWQ).  Using  the  costs  in  the  Develop¬ 
ment,  the  economic  impact  analysis  conclud¬ 
ed  that  compliance  with  BPCTCA  would  cost 
$2.28  billion  for  capital  expenditures  and 
$260  million  for  operating  and  maintenance 
The  NCWQ  through  an  Independent  contrac¬ 
tor  estimated  that  complifmce  with  BPCTCA 
would  cost  $2.19  billion  for  cfq>ltal  and  $140 
million  for  operating  and  maintenance  costs. 

56.  Several  comments  noted  that  the  mac¬ 
roeconomic  forecast  included  a  recession  in 
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1978  aad  may  have  therefore  uadereetimated 
capacity  shortagee  by  underestimating  de¬ 
mand. 

The  economic  impact  study  used  a  Core- 
cast  of  national  economic  activity  prepared 
by  Chase  Econometric  Assoolatee,  Inc.,  which 
included  the  assumption  of  a  recession  in 
1978.  The  analysis  also  utilized  more  opti¬ 
mistic  forecasts  of  national  economic  activ¬ 
ity.  On  the  basis  of  further  studies  using 
these  optimistic  forecasts  and  thus  assum¬ 
ing  high  demand  for  product,  it  was  deter¬ 
mined  that  (even  after  subtracting  loss  In 
capacity  from  mill  closures)  no  significant 
capacity  shortages  could  be  identifiecL 

56.  One  oemmenter  was  concerned  that  tlie 
BPCTCA  TSS  effluent  limitations  were  ab¬ 
normally  high,  especially  in  the  dissolving 
sulfite  subcategory.  The  oommenter  stated 
that  at  least  one  mill  may  be  able  to  achieve 
the  TSS  effluwit  limitations  while  improperly 
operating  the  mill's  treatment  facilities  by 
operations  su(fii  as  the  ftfilowlng:  (1)  solids 
are  not  removed  In  the  final  clarifier  to  de- 
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sign  levels  (i.e..  Improper  operation  of  Mie 
clarifier  allowing  the  solids  to  be  discharged 
over  the  weirs  rather  than  being  settled  and 
removed  with  the  sludge)  or  (2)  CKfitds  are 
removed  in  the  clarifier  and  then  are  rein¬ 
jected  back  Into  the  final  effluent.  The  com- 
menter  felt  that  allowing  pollutants  to  be 
discharged  by  such  types  of  Improper  treat¬ 
ment  fEicility  operations  was  contrary  to  the 
concept  of  best  practicable  control  tech¬ 
nology  currently  available.  The  conunenter 
suggested  that  either  the  TSS  limitations 
should  be  made  more  stringent  or  that  a 
settleable  solids  limitation  of  1.0  miUUlter 
per  liter  be  established  in  addition  to  the 
TSS  limitations. 

The  Agency  has  determined  the  effluent 
limitations  based  upon  all  available  data 
from  mills  properly  operating  treatment 
facilities  representative  of  the  best  practi¬ 
cable  control  technology  currently  available. 
It  is  emphasized  that  the  determined  effluent 
limitations  are  minimum  levels  of  control 


and  in,>re  stringent  limitations  cwn  be  estab¬ 
lished  in  NPDES  permits. 

The  Agency  concurs  with  the  commenter 
in  that  improper  treatment  facility  <^ra- 
tlons  are  contrary  to  the  Intent  of  Ocmgress 
In  establishing  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available.  Certainly, 
treatment  facilities  should  be  operated  such 
that  pollutants  are  removed  to  the  maximum 
efflclency  and  that  pollutants,  once  removed, 
should  not  be  allowed  to  be  reintroduced 
into  the  final  effluent.  It  should  be  pointed 
out  that  most  NPDES  permits  contain  re¬ 
quirements  that  waste  water  treatment  facil¬ 
ities  are  to  be  operated  at  maximum  effi¬ 
ciency  at  all  times. 

While  establishment  of  settleable  solids 
effluent  limitations  in  the  regulations  Is  not 
appropriate  at  this  time,  the  Agency  feels 
that  requirements  for  settleable  solids  limi¬ 
tations  of  1.0  milliliter  per  liter  In  NPDES 
permits  would  be  proper  In  such  eases. 
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